|

EXHIBIT 1







€ _A. BONNART $.A.

Fine Jewelers since 1966 Seciallying ine Kpaie and

March 2, 2006

John Read, Chief, Litigation,llI
Antitrust Division, U.S. Dept. of Justice
325 7th Street, NW Room 300
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Chief Read:

My name is Mario Makar, it has been brought to my attention about the Rolex
settliement. Back in 2003 | was in contact with Sen. Elizabeth Dole, (enclosed are the
letters that we exchanged), | wrote with concerns of not only myself but other
watchmakers of a situation that was going on.

| hope that you may take the time and read over the enclosures. From a personal note,
a fine of $750,000 to a multi-million dollar company, like Rolex is an insult to our
justice.

| also had contact with the following people, also from the Justice Dept., Mike
Dashefsky and Bob McQuirk. Other then the fine | have seen no results, and it would
be a shame, such a large Corpgration could “buffalo: their way through the Justice

Mario Makar,Owner
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The very foundation of the small business tradesmen in America, be it watchmakers or automobile
mechanics alt depend on one common thing and that is a free and open market in which to compete. |
have always believed that anti-trust laws, including the Sherman Act and other fair trade and competition
laws were put there to propect the consumer. But somehow these conglomerates have found a way
around such basic principles and now hold a monopoly over us all.

Watchmaking has been in America since it's inception and most of the machinery used to make watches
was developed here in the U.S. long before the Swiss. Watchmaking takes many years of school and
almost 10 years of apprenticeship to obtain a competent skill lavel to work on some of the most
complicated watches today. -

| am requesting that you join wih other elected officials in Washington and initiate an investigation by the
U.S. Department of Justice.

We already have laws and rulings regarding this matter. No new laws need to be made. | want to know why
the DOJ is not enforcing those laws.

This is why | am seeking your guidance and assistance on the best course of action regarding this issue.
Through my contacts in the watch jewelry industry | already have many people ready to step forward to
bring this injustice into the light.

All t ask for is a chance to compete in a fair and open market.
Sincerely,

Mario Makar, Owner

A. Bonnart Jewelers

4508 E. Independence Bivd. #115 .
Charlotte, NC 28205

704-536-5525

E-mail Makarm@Belisouth.net

Enclosures:



EUIZABETH DOLE COMMITTEES:

1ZABETH DOI ARMED SERVICES
BANKING, HOUSING, AND
- URBAN AFFAIRS
R Se O B -
o United States Senate T o
(202} 224-634:
Fax: (202) 224-1100 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING
. WASHINGTON, DC 20510
July 24, 2003
Mario Maker, Owner
A. Bonnart S.A.

4508 E. Independence Blvd., Suite 115
Charlotte, North Carolina 28205

Dear Mr. Maker:

Thank you for sharing your concerns with my office. Many Americans turn to the
federal government for assistance, and I know it can be difficult to know which agency or

department to go to for help. My office is here to assist you in getting the answers you
need.

I have forwarded your correspondence to officials at the United States
Department of Justice with the request that they give your case their full attention and
report back to me. As soon as I receive more information, I will be in touch with you.

Your concerns are very important to me, and I will do everything I can to help
ensure that your situation is addressed in a timely manner.

Sincerely,

N @M@a—

BALEION OFFICE: 3
310 New Bean Avenue SALRRURY OFFICE:
Suite 122 225 NORTH MAIN STREET
RALEIGH, NC 27601 Sure 304

(919) 856-4630 Saussury, NC 28144
Fax: (919} 856-4053 .. (7046335011



SCHILLER — PIEPER COMPANY
1 NHOWARD STREET ROOM 303
BALTIMORE MD 21201

March 15, 2006

John Read, Chief

Litigation III

Antitrust Division

U S Department of Justice
325 7™ Street NW Room 300
Washington DC 20530

RE: Rolex Watch USA Inc

Dear Chief Read:

I have been a watchmaker in Baltimore Maryland for the past 40 years. During that
time, it has been extremely difficult and almost impossible for independent watch
repairers to obtain watch parts from Rolex as it has been their policy to not sell watch
parts to independent watch repair facilities or watchmakers. Rolex’s policy also prohibits
watchmakers from reselling spare watch parts under any circumstance.

If the 1960 consent decree is terminated, it will become even more difficult, if not
virtually impossible, to obtain watch parts from Rolex. If this is the case it will preclude
independent watchmakers from adequately servicing their customers who have purchased
Rolex watches. Please do not allow this inequity to continue or have this situation
become even worse than it already is today.

Should you need any additional information on this topic or to have me share 40 years
worth of frustration with this issue, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Smcerely, Y, 7
b A A (’”/ 7 M’

Burke H Pieper, Jr.
Watchmaker



J ames Sadilek %o Watchmaker

230 Annapolis Avenue
Carson City, Nevada 89703
Telephone: 775.885.7072
E-mail: ccwatchmaker@gmail.com

Specializing in the repair of high grade and vintage Swiss mechanical watches.
Member: AW.I., NA.W.C.C. and B.H.I

March 20, 2006
RECEIVED
John Read, Chief, Litigation III MAR 3 0 2006
Antitrust Division, U.S. Department of Justice, LITIGAT!OEPI{}, gﬂa&g%’%m%
325 7th Street, NW, Room 300 U.S. DEPT. 8T
Washington, DC 20530

| Dear Mr. Read,

, In regard to the DOJ press release of February 28, 2006 reporting upon the
setting aside of a 1960 consent decree, the press release states in part: “...During
its mvestlgatron of Rolex s alleged decree violations, the Department deterrruned
that, as a result of 51gmf1cant changes in the watch mdustry during the past 45
years, ‘fhe decree i isno Ionger necessary to protect competmon and therefore
should be terrmnated S

As a professional watchmaker engaged in the trade since 1969 I cannot
understand how the DOJ investigators could have arrived at this conclusion. I
_ can attest that independent watchmakers’ access to repair parts for most Swiss
luxury brand watches over the past ten years has become increasingly more
limited. When I began this profession, one could buy repair parts, without
restriction, from wholesale watch material suppliers. Now, one must petition
each individual Swiss firm for a parts purchasing account, which is only granted
either after either fulfilling a number of conditions, or not granted at all. For
example, there are, according to Department of Labor statistics, about 5,000
watch repairers in the U.S.; only about 10% have access through parts accounts to
Rolex watch repair parts.

While the DOJ action in the press release refers only to Rolex Watch
U. S. A., the entire Swiss luxury watch market has varying degrees of restrictive
repair parts supply pohc1es, which’ make it very difficult for the mdependent
watch repalrers to practice therr trade Some Swiss firms will not sell repair parts
to anyone, no matter what thelr quahflca’aons all repair work must be sent to
their factory repair centers.



If the DOJ was of the opinion that the Swiss watch industry was engaging
in anticompetitive practices in 1960, it defies logic for the DOJ now to make the
assumption that the situation has been alleviated when in fact it has become
much worse presently, with respect to repair parts supply, than anytime in the
last thirty-five years. .

I don’t know what sort of legal mechanisms are available to remedy the
current situation, but the country’s independent watchmakers are not being
fairly treated, and the DOJ should consider studying this matter much more
closely from the viewpoint of the independent watch repairer before making a
decision to set aside the 1960 decree. In fact, the DOJ, in my opinion, ought to
investigate the current restrictive policies of many Swiss firms who were not
parties to the 1960 ruling and perhaps initiate a new legal action.

Regards, /.

James Sadilek - Carson City NV - US.A. .
ccwatchmaker@gmail.com

www.ccwatchmaker.com







1722 Madison Avenue WL S. MCC&W C()mpany To 419/2433720

Toledo, Ohio 43624 Fax 419/243-0321
WHOLESALE JEWELRY
Since 1913

John R. Read April 25,2006
Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,

325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I am writing in response to the Memorandum of United States in Response to Motion of Rolex
Watch USA Inc., for Order Terminating Final Judgement Supplemental to Civil Action No. 96-
170. Dated February 28, 2006. ‘

It is my opinion that the U.S. Department of Justice would be grossly negligent allowing the
Termination of the Final Judgement.

In the Memorandum of United States in Response to Motion, Article 1 it states: The Primary
concern of the United States was the collective, Cartel-like behavior of the watch companies,
importers, and associations. The Cartel-like behavior still exists today, the individual watch
companies now form ‘Groups” that work independently, but together. The Swatch Group,
Richemont Group, LVMH Group, Rolex, Audemars Piquet and others all work to form policies
together and yet are all independent of each other.

Each of the “Groups” now are working towards what Rolex was just fined $750,000 dollars for.
Limiting distribution of parts for repair, controlling pricing policies, and restricting the resale of
parts.

Under Article 111, reasons the United States Tentatively Consents to Termination under A.,
Changes in the Watch Industry, the primary harm that he Final Judgement sought to remedy was
the Cartel-like behavior. Change the name from Cartel to Group and you have an identical
situation.

Also under A. you state that Switzerland is no longer the dominate supplier of watches. Watch
manufacturing overall by shear numbers is not dominated by the Swiss, but from a Luxury Brand
standpoint the Swiss control over 99% of the market. Although the 6% figure of watches
produced by Switzerland maybe accurate, that is only in total volume of watches produced, Not
Dollar Value. A figure of 40% is a more accurate figure for total dollar value. There is a
difference.

AT/,
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The statement that United States watch consumers can buy a wide range of products from
manufacturers across the globe is true. But only from Switzerland can you find the luxury brands
being produced. They have a total monopoly of the luxury brands, from production to distribution
of spare parts. Complete control of pricing, and now total dominance of the repair. Where does it
stop?

Under B. The Final Judgement is no longer Necessary, you address vertical restraints as being
justified as a means of watch part distribution. It is more true today than in the 1960's. Again you
point out the domination of the Swiss Cartel, change the name to the Swiss Groups, and again
you have the same situation as the 1960's. There seems to be a pattern forming.

Under D. Conclusion, you state that he Final Judgement was designed to restore and maintain
competition in an industry that, at the time, was prone to collusion. Each of the afore mentioned
Groups have now established identical policies of parts distribution, parts pricing, and parts resale.
Does this not smell of collusion?

It would be negligent of the Justice Department to drop the Final Judgement and allow all of the
Swiss Watch Manufacturers to do exactly what Rolex was fined $750,000 dollars for doing. Ifit
was illegal then, then it is still illegal now!

A similar complaint has been filed by the European Confederation of Watch and Clock
Repairers Associations established in Belgium. See copy of complaint attached. Again the Groups
are attempting to restrict distribution of spare parts to the European Union as they are attempting
to do in the United States.

In conclusion, as President of one of the largest Watch Material Distributors in the United
States, with over 35 years of experience in the industry it is not hard for me to see thru this
charade. With some deliberate misuse of percentages as to volume instead for value it is easy to
sway people not familiar with our industry. It would be a grave mistake and not in the Best Public
Interest to terminate this judgement.

It took 10 years just to get the U.S. Justice Departments attention in this matter. Please don’t
allow a group of fast talking New York Lawyers to juggle some large numbers in front of people
that are not completely familiar with our industry. As they portray their clients as small players in
the total equation.

Sincerely,

Szatd (. (Vo

Gerald A. Wilson
President

Attachments Enclosed



COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 7 OF REGULATION (EC) No 1/2003

I. Information regarding the complainant and the undertaking(s) or association of

undertakings giving rise to the complaint

1. Give full details on the identity of the legal or natural person submitting the complaint. Provide a
contact person (with telephone number, postal and e-mail address) from whom supplementary

explanations can be obtained

Complainant is the Confédération Européenne des Associations d’ Horlogers-Réparateurs
(CEAHR) [European Confederation of Watch & Clock Repairers’ Associations]. This
Confederation was established in Belgium as an international association with a scientific and
pedagogic objective, in accordance with the Belgian law of 25 October 1919, as modified. Itis
situated at 4, rue Jacques de Lalaign, 1040 Brussels. The bylaws will be published in the Moniteur

Belge when approved by the Minister of Justice, who is in the process of examining them.

Presently 7 national associations are members; they are from Belgium: (Association Nationale des
Horlogers-Réparateurs), Italy (Confartigianato, Federazione Nazionale Artigianato Artistico and
C.N.A./ASNART, Associazione Nazional Artigianato Artistico), France (FNAMAC), United
Kingdom (British Horological Institute), Netherlands (Nederlandse Juweliers en
Uurwerkenbranche), and Austria (WKQO). These national associations have as members small and
medium-sized enterprises (SME’s) engaged in maintenance, repair and restoration of clocks and
watches.

[if the Commission wishes the addresses and other information concerning these Associations can

be supplied)]



Contact person: Mr. P. Mathijsen, Advocaat
Avenue de la Joyeuse Entrée 1, 1040 Bruxelles
Tél 02 230 46 69
- Fax: 022310035

e-mail : mathijsen@eu-law.be

2. Identify the undertaking(s) or association of undertakings whose conduct the complaint relates
to, including where applicable, all available information on the corporate group to which the
undertaking(s) complained of belongs and the nature and scope of the business activities pursued
by them. Indicate the position of the complainant vis-a-vis the undertaking(s) or association of

undertakings complained of (e.g. customer, competitor).

The complaint is directed against:

- The Swatch Group, Faubourg du Lac 6, Case Postale 1712, 2501 BIENNE, Switzerland, Tél. 00

41 32343 68 11, fax: 00 41 32 343 69 11, info@swatchgroup.com. This group comprises sixteen
watch producers from Switzerland operating under their own trade mark, among which only the
following, producers of expensive1 watches, are concerned by the complaint: Blancpain, Breguet,
Omega and Glashiitte and also Lemania and Fréderick Piguet which only produce watch
movements; all these firms were formerly suppliers of spare parts to the watch repairers in the EU;

[this group still supplies the Belgian repairers, but refuses to supply the Germans and Austrians]

! Manufacturers of lower-priced watches generally speaking do supply spare parts.



- Richemont International SA, Boulevard James-Fazy 8, 1201 GENEVE, Switzerland, tel. 00 41
22 71537 11, Fax: 00 41 22 715 17 65. This group comprises 11 watch producers from
Switzerland operating under their own trade mark, among which the following are producers of
expensive watches: IWC, Jaeger-LeCoultre, Lange & Sohne, Piaget, Vacheron-Constantin, Cartier

and Panerai; they were formerly suppliers of spare parts to watch repairers in the EU;

- LVMH, 30, avenue Hoche, F-75008 PARIS, for the following producers: Zenith and Tag-Heuer;

- Rolex SA, rue Frangois Dussaud 3-7, Case Postale 430, 1211 GENEVE, Switzerland, tel. 00
41 22 302 22 00; independent watch maker; was formerly a supplier to repairers in the EU;

and

-Manufacture des Montres Rolex SA, rue David-Moning 9, 2501 BIENNE, Switzerland,
tél. 00 41 32 328 44 44 ; Fax : 00 41 32 328 41 21. Was also formerly a supplier of Spare
parts to watch repairers in the EU;

- SA de la Manufacture d’Horlogerie Audemars Piguet et Cie, Route de France 216, 1348 LE
BRASSUS, Switzerland, tél; 00 41 21 845 14 00, an independent watch maker; was formerly a

supplier of spare parts to watch repairers in the EU and

- Patek Philippe SA Manufacture d’Horlogerie, Pont-du-Centenaire 141, Case Postale 2654,

1211 GENEVE 2, Switzerland, tél. 00 41 22 884 2020. fax : 00 41 884 20 40 , info@patek.com

An independent watch maker; was formerly a supplier of spare parts to watch repairers in the EU.

[The addresses of all the firms belonging to the groups could be supplied if the Commission so

desires]



I1. Details of alleged infringement and evidence

3. Set out in detail the facts from which, in your opinion, it appears that there exists an infringement
of Article 81 or 82 of the Treaty. Indicate in particular the nature of the products (goods and
services) affected by the alleged infringement and explain, where necessary, the commercial
relationships concerning those products. Provide all available details on the agreements or
practices of the undertakings and associations of undertakings to which the complaint relates.
Indicate, to the extend possible, the relative market positions of the undertakings concerned by the

complaint.

— Infringement of Articles 81 EC

The exact nature of the Groups referred to above is not known to the complainant, but the fact that
the twenty seven or so undertakings they represent and the three independent watchmakers
mentioned above have practically at the same time (about two years ago) applied the same policy of
refusal to supply spare parts of their expensive watches, indicates that their exists an agreement or

concerted practice between them.

The object/effect of their agreement/concerted practice is, generally speaking — there are exceptions
(ETA being one) -, to eliminate all competition in the watch repair field from independent watch
repairers outside Switzerland. The EU watch repairers who used to compete with the Swiss
repairers and the representatives of the Swiss watch makers in the EU and repairers installed in the
Community, are now strongly restricted in doing so. The result is that, practically speaking, any

repair to a ‘good’ Swiss watch must now necessarily be entrusted to these representatives who in



the majority of cases send the watch to Switzerland. These representatives are no longer allowed to

sell spare parts to independent watch repairers in the EU.

It is important to note at the onset that watch repair is in fact limited to watches of a certain value;
indeed, cheap watches are simply replaced. Expensive watches, on the other hand, are valued by
their owner and therefore, when they stop working, they are brought in for repair. The demand for
watch spare parts therefore exist practically only for expensive watches and it is precisely the
producers of expensive watches or movements who refuse to supply spare parts to independent

repairers.

From the above it also follows that the repair of valuable watches constitutes the bulk of the watch

repairer’s work and of his income.

Another important point is that the repair of an expensive watch requires original spare parts, first
because of their sbeciﬁc technical characteristics but also because of their appearance. Even if it
were possible to replace a part by a non-original one, this would not be accepted by the watch

owner because of differences in appearance.

Therefore, without original spare parts, expensive watches cannot be repaired by independent

repairers.

The agreements between the Swiss watch makers and their representatives in the EU would
probably be considered by some as “selective distribution systems”, as defined in Article 1 (d) of

the block-exemption Regulation 2790/99 ([1999] O.J. L336/21). However, in Complainant’s



opinion, said Regulation cannot be invoked by the Groups and Undertakings referred to in this

complaint (and their representatives in the EU), for the following reasons.

Article 4 of said Regulation declares the block exemption not applicable in case the buyer (here the
enterprises which belong to the so-called selective distribution system in the EU) is restricted in his
ability to set the price of the repair service. It appears that the latter is, in this case, determined

exclusively by the Swiss watchmakers, which they represent.

Furthermore, the block exemption is rendered non applicable by the restrictions imposed by the
Swiss watch manufacturers on the buyers of spare parts which are part of the so-called selective
distribution system (and which might still carry out some repairs), to sell these spare parts to
independent watch repairers. See in this respect particularly paragraph (b) of Article 4: “The
exemption...shall not apply to vertical agreements which, directly or indirectly, in isolation or in
combination with other factors under the control of the parties, have as their object:

(b) the restriction ....of the customers to whom, the buyer may sell the contract goods or services,

except...”. (the exceptions do not apply in this case, therefore the block exemption does not apply).

In its letter of March 2002 to Mr Tarondo (p. 224 of the “Collection of Evidence” of October 2000,
in the Commission’s possession), the Federation of the Swiss Watch Industry pretends that the
“restrictive policy about spare parts applied by the Swiss makers...is not contrary to the Community
law regarding distribution” and bases this statement on the fact that they do not reach the 30%
threshold provided for in Article 3.1 of Regulation 2790/1999 ([1999] O.J. L336/21) on the
application of Article 81(3) of the Treaty to categories of vertical agreements and concerted
practices. The Swiss Federation thereby overlooks the other provisions of said Regulation such as

Atrticle 4 (referred to above) and Article 6 mentioned in the next Paragraph of this complaint.



Even if the block exemption would apply, the Commission would have to withdraw the benefits

thereof, pursuant to Article 6 of said Regulation, since the vertical agreements to which it might

apply “nevertheless have effects which are incompatible with the conditions laid down in EC

Article 81(3) EC. Indeed, the agreements between the Swiss undertakings setting up the Groups

and the agreements between the member undertakings and their representatives in the common

market do not seem to fulfil the conditions provided for in EC Article 81(3) as analysed in the

Commission’s “Guidelines on the application of Article 81(3) of the Treaty” ({2004} O.J. C 101/97)

at pages 104 to 114).

Indeed, these agreements:

do not provide any “efficiency gains”, since they do not “contribute[s] to promoting
technical and economic progress” (EC Article 81(3)); indeed by eliminating the watch repair
trade in the Community, they, on the contrary, cause technical and economic regress in the
EU; indeed, a whole profession risks to be eliminated: the number of independent watch
repairers is in strong regress, watch repairers schools are closing down and wholesalers who
used to supply watch spare parts are disappearing ; a whole Small and Medium-sized

Enterprise sector of job-providers is at risk;

do not “allow[ing] the consumers a fair share of the ... benefits” (EC Article 81(3)) resulting
for the Swiss watch makers and repairers from the limitations they have imposed with
regard to trade in goods (spare parts) and services (watch repair). Indeed, not only does the
consumer no longer have the choice of his service provider, but repairs take longer and have

become much more expensive for the end-consumer due to the higher tariffs of the above



mentioned Swiss groups and companies and the necessity of sending the watch to

Switzerland;

- do in fact “impose on the undertakings concerned restrictions which are not indispensable to
the attainment of these objectives” (EC Article 81(3)(a)); in the case under review the
“objectives” of the Swiss agreements are neither the promotion of technical progress in the
Community, nor the allocation of a fair share of the resulting benefits to the consumer; this

third condition can therefore not be fulfilled;

- finally, the agreements do, as indicated above, “afford such undertakings the possibility of
eliminating competition in respect of a substantial part of the products in question .” [here:
trade in watch spare parts and repair services] (EC Article 81(3)(b)); indeed, as indicated, all
competition between independent watch repairers and their Swiss competitors has been or is

threatened to be, eliminated.

Another consequence of this policy is that all trade between Member States of Swiss watch spare

parts has been eliminated, as indicated above.

Consequently, the two criteria needed for the application of the prohibition of Article 81(1) EC are
fulfilled: appreciable effect on trade, on the one hand, and effective restriction of competition on the
other. The conclusion can only be that EC Article 81(1) was violated by the Groups and

Undertakings complained of.



— Infringement of Article 82 EC

The groups and undertakings referred to above occupy, together with the other groups of Swiss
watch makers, a total joint monopoly/dominance. Indeed there do not exist anymore, within the
Community, any watch producers (capable of competing with the Swiss). In itself this does not
constitute an infringement of Community competition rules, but the fact that these dominant
groups/undertakings prevent the supply of practically all relevant watch spare parts to independent
watch repairers in the EU and prevent thereby the exercise of repair services within t'he. Community,

constitutes an abuse.

As described in EC Article 82(a), the above-mentioned groups and undertakings “directly or
indirectly {impose] unfair purchase and selling prices or other unfair trading conditions”. The latter
have been described above and consist in the refusal to sell spare parts and making it practically

impossible to repair valuable watches (the only ones that count) outside Switzerland.

Possible exemptions from the prohibition of Articles 81 and 82 EC

According to Complainant, the Groups and Undertakings concerned by the complaint cannot, as

stated above, invoke the selective distribution block exemption, neither can they hide behind any

trade mark they might have deposited, since the trade mark is only destined to prevent unauthorised
copies to be made of said product; the trade mark itself cannot and does not prevent trade in the said
product, on the contrary, it facilitates it; the sole purpose of a trade mark is to guarantee the

authenticity of the product.
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As for possible other intellectual property rights, the fact that the products covered by such rights
have been sold in the Member States by the owners of those rights, or with their permission,
exhausts their right to prevent others from selling them in those Member States. See in this respect
the case law of the European Courts. According to the Court of Justice, “although the Treaty does
not affect the existence of rights recognised by the legislation of a Member State with regard to
industrial and commercial property, the exercise of such rights may nevertheless fall within the
prohibitions laid down by the Treaty. Article [30] EC only admifs derogations from the free
movement of products in order to protect industrial and commercial propefty fo the extend to which
such derogations are justified for the purpose of safeguarding rights which constitute the specific
matter of such property”. [italics supplied]

In other words, an intellectual property right may never be used to prevent the free movement of

goods.

There are several other court cases where this position was confirmed; they can be supplied by

complainant if the Commission so wishes;

Intellectual property rights cannot, therefore, be invoked by the Swiss Groups and Undertakings

concerned by this Complaint, to justify their refusal to sell watch spare parts to watch repairers

established in the EU.

With regard to the de minimis Notice ([2001] O.J. C368/13.), complainant would like to point out
that it cannot be invoked by the Groups and Undertakings concerned by this complaint since Point

11, (1) (b) of said Notice prevents the Commission from considering that the agreements in question

does “not appreciably restrict competition”, indeed, they contain the following hardcore restriction:
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The agreements constitute ‘agreements between competitors’ (the Groups) and they have as their

object “the limitation of...sales”.

As for the relations between the individual producers and their representatives in the EU (non

competitors), the same applies (see point 11 (2) (b) of the Notice referred to above).

4. Submit all documentation in your possession relating to or directly connected with the facts set
out in the complaint (for example, texts of agreements, minutes of negotiations or meetings, terms of
transactions, business documents, circulars, correspondence, notes of telephone conversations...).
State the names and address of the person able to testify to the facts set out in the complaint, and in
particular the persons affected by the alleged infringement. Submit statistics or other data in your
possession which relate to the facts set out, in particular where they show developments in fhe
marketplace (for example information relating to price and price trends, barriers to entry to the

market for new suppliers etc.).

Numerous documents setting out the alleged facts i.e. refusal to sell spare parts in the Community to
independent watch repairers, have already been submitted to the Commission in October 2002 in a
bundle entitled: "COLLECTION OF EVIDENCE REGARDING ANTI-COMPETITIVE
ACTIONS ADOPTED BY EU AND EXTRA-EU WATCH PRODUCERS AND IMPORTERS”.

It contains 318 pages of mainly letters from suppliers refusing to supply spare parts.

Particularly interesting is the letter on page 188 from Time Products UK since it openly state that
the Girard-Perregaux factory in Switzerland will not supply materials directly to retailers in the

Community and secondly that they themselves will not supply materials to non-account customers.
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The complainers are not in possession of any other documentation regarding the supposed
agreements referred to above between Swiss watch or clock work makers and their representatives

in the EU, neither of the agreements existing between the members of the Groups mentioned.

As for persons able to testify to the facts set out in the complaint, and in particular the persons
affected by the alleged infringements, their names appear in the documents transmitted to the
Commission under the name “COLLECTION OF EVIDENCE REGARDING ANTI-
COMPETITION ACTIONS” of October 2002. In case the Commission wishes to receive a shorter

list, Complainant will endeavour to make a selection.

5. Set out your view about the geographical scope of the alleged infringement and explain, where
that is not obvious, to what extend trade between Member States and between the Community and
one or more EFTA States that are contracting parties of the EEA Agreement, may be affected by the

conduct complained of.

As described above, the effects of the refusal to sell watch spare parts to independent watch
repairers in the EU, are felt in practically all the Member States; where the new Member States are
concerned, lack of contact until recently has not allowed the complaining Confederation to obtain

sufficient information.

As for trade in repair services and watch spare parts for valuable watches between Member States,

as indicated, it has been completely eliminated.
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III. Finding sought from the Commission and legitimate interest

6. Explain what finding or action you are seeking as a result of proceedings brought by the

Commission

The complainant asks the Commission to decide, as referred to in Article 7.1 of Regulation 1/2003,
that the Groups and Undertakings to which the complaint relates have infringed Articles 81 and 82
EC and must put an end to the infringement i.e. resume and authorise the delivery of watch spare

parts to independent watch repairers in the Community.

The complainants are of the opinion that the infringement is serious enough to warrant the

imposition by the Commission of a heavy fine.

7. Set out the grounds on which you claim a legitimate interest as complainant pursuant to Article
7 of Regulation (EC ) No 1/2003. State in particular how the conduct complained of affects you and
explain how, in your view, intervention by the Commission would be liable to remedy the alleged

grievances.

The complaining Confederation represents the interests of the National Associations, members of
the Confederation; they in turn represent the interests of the individual independent watch repairers
in the various Member States. The fact that the latter have been seriously affected in their trade by
the refusal of the Groups and Undertakings concerned by the complaint to supply them with watch
spare parts was demonstrated above in the answer to question 3. These directly affected SME’s
have delegated the defence of their interests to their national Associations; the latter have, in turn,

delegated the collective defence of the interests of their members to the complaining Confederation.
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(See in this respect Paragraphs 36ff of the “Commission Notice on the handling of complaints by

the Commission under Article 81 and 82 of the EC Treaty” ([2004] O.J. C101/65).
IV. Proceedings before national competition authorities or national courts

8. Provide full information about whether you have approached, concerning the same or closely
related subject-matter, any other competition authority and/or whether a lawsuit has been brought
before a national court. If so, provide full details about the administrative or judicial authority

contacted and your submissions to such authority.

As the Commission can ascertain from the letter in annex from the Ministry of Economic Affairs in
Brussels, section Prices and Competition, of 19.05.2000, contact was established with the Belgian
competition authorities. The latter advised to send them a formal complaint. This is being worked
on, the problem being that important modifications occurred in the composition of the

Confederation, s<:*> that the complaint had to be redrafted.

Contacts were established many years ago by the French Association with their national
competition authorities, but no formal complaint was filed; in The Netherlands the national

Association contacted the competition authorities, but without results.

The problem with a recourse to national authorities, whether judicial or administrative, is that their
decision would only affect the situation in a given Member State, while, as indicated, the effects of
the infringement do concern the whole Community. Only a Commission Decision can remedy the

problem faced by all the watch repairers in the EU.
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As for the Community interest of the case, it seems to Complainant that the criteria mentioned in

Paragraph 44 of the above mentioned Commission Notice on the handling of complaints ([2004]
0.J. C101/65), even if these criteria are not exhaustive, do indicate that such an interest does indeed

exist, at least can not be excluded.

Indeed:

- national courts cannot bring a solution, as shown above;

- seriousness for the SME’s-watch repairers — their survival is threatened - and the perennial
character of the infringement;

- the Commission investigation seems well advanced;

- the practices have not ceased, on the contrary the refusal-to-supply-policy spreads to more
and more former suppliers, and are therefore not likely to cease in the absence of a
Commission decision;

- the Groups and Undertakings concerned do certainly not agree to change their conduct;

Declaration
The complainant hereby declares that the information provided in the present form C to Regulation
(EC) No 1/2003 is given entirely in good faith.
For the European Confederation of Watch and Clock Repairers’ Associations
AILSB.L.
P. Mathijsen
Advocaat

Brussels, June 2004

Annex: Letter of the Belgian Ministry-of Economic Affairs



I——




and Co.
Jewelers

watchworks

John Read, Chief, Litigation III, Antitrust Division
US Department of Justice

325 7® Street NW, Room 300

Washington, DC 20530

May 2, 2006
Dear Sir,

It is with great disappointment that I write to you in regard to the termination of a
Consent Decree between the Department Of Justice and a group of Swiss watch
manufacturers. According to the AWCI, the DOJ has found fault with Rolex’s practices
concerning distribution and availability of spare parts, and has reached an agreement with
Rolex to settle this dispute. At the same time the DOJ has found that the consent decree
1s no longer relevant and that the protectrons afforded by the decree are unnecessary
Nothmg could be further from the truth

Rolex’s pollc1es are far less restnctlve than many other watch compames that .
independent Jewelers struggle with ¢ on an ongoing basis. In the past few years, thc
number of companies that will no longer sell any spare parts to support their watches has
ballooned alarmingly. In past years only the most elite, expensive watch brands
maintained restrictive parts policies; now the trend. has become more of the norm than the
exception and entry level brands have followed su1t

Cartier, a brand which has made parts unavailable for years, used to offer non-authorized
agents a token discount when watches were sent to Cartier for service. That policy was
then changed to charging the same retail that any consumer would pay if they sent the
watch to them directly. Recently we received a letter informing us that non-authorized
agents could not send any jobs to Cartier under any circumstances—paying retail was no
longer enough and that any packages sent would be refused and returned unrepaired.

These sorts of restnctlons dramatlcally harm the market place ina vanety of ways.
Consurmers who need watches repaired have to send them to factory service centers
where estimates can take up to a month, pricing is grossly inflated, and jobs can take up
to a year to complete Very often these same jobs could be completed by a'competent
shop at a fourth of the price and an eighth of the time with the same degree of quality and
proﬁ01ency ‘To exacerbate the situation, these service centers insist on replacing parts
that are completely unnecessary or stnctly cosmetic, at great cost to the customer To

711 SW 10th Avenue » Portland, Oregon 97205 » Tel: 503/223.1368 e Fax: 503/223.7292



make an automotive analogy, imagine being told that to repair your transmission, you
must also pay for a new dashboard or get no service at all, and that the parts for your
transmission are not available elsewhere. In fact your car can be repaired by them and
them alone, or be taken to the junk yard.

The customer, the jeweler who sold the watch, and the independent tradesman are all hurt
by these circumstances; the first by the costs and loss of use of their property, the second
by the loss of the customer’s faith and satisfaction, and the third by being unable to or
prohibited from performing the job for which they were trained.

I appreciate the recent recognition of the need to encourage young watchmakers to enter
the job market and the efforts of the AWCI to help trained watchmakers to further their
careers, raising the level of competence of the pool of watchmakers in the United States.
However, as the schools affiliate themselves with the manufacturers, they lose the ability
to strenuously object to various policies, or risk losing the assistance that is required to
keep these programs viable and current. Nor do the schools inform their students that the
only jobs they will be qualified for upon graduation will be at factory service centers.
Should one of those graduates try to set up their own store or work for an independent
one, they would quickly find themselves relegated to changing batteries and straps and
probably, be unable to provide the most basic services on the majority of fine Swiss
brands.

The degree to which the Swiss watch manufacturers unfairly control the market varies .
Some brands will still distribute parts to a limited extent. Some have adopted a policy
that the parts that they are willing to sell should be sold at the same price any consumer
would pay, eliminating a wholesale rate, which then forces the repairman to overcharge
the customer for the work.

1 strongly believe that the Department of Justice should both abandon the idea of
allowing the consent decree to expire and begin to enforce the protections that it provided
originally. At the same time the list of companies that need to comply with the decree
should be expanded. Iunderstand that the direction that current government policy has
shifted from the ideal of protection from monopolization to allowing market dynamics
prevail, but there is no market unless there is some form of competition. The consumer
should be allowed a choice that exists in almost any other industry.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. If I can be of service documenting some
of these issues, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Alex Hofberg
President, Watchworks Inc.
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May 3, 2006

John Read
Chief, Litigation III, Antitrust Division
U.S. Department of Justice

235 7th Street, NW, Room 300
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Read:

I urge you to understand that there are thousands of us in the watch repair business and
who are involved in the sales of pre-owned watches who are being grossly harmed by
Rolex, and will be even further harmed by the termination of the 1960 Final Judgment
against them and the other Swiss watch manufacturers.

In the interest of public welfare, [ urge you to look at this matter from our perspective.

Many of the watchmakers in America are disabled veterans who depend on the repair and
rehabilitation of used Rolexes to support our families and literally keep us alive. It is
obvious that the reason that Rolex does not want us to prosper is that they can’t stand the
competition.

I am the head of a small family business. We buy and sell pre-owned Rolexes and repair
them and depend on a supply of parts so that we can have an adequate amount of wares to
offer our clientele. We really need help.

I have been involved in a legal feud with the Rolex Watch Company for over fifteen
years, and it has cost me in excess of $600,000 to defend myself against their sham
lawsuits, whereby they continue to use the American legal system to punish me. And all
this simply because they view me as a competitor.

The anticompetitive practices of the Swiss watch industry have long been apparent.

The $750,000 fine to Rolex amounts to no more than a slap on the wrist to such an
enormously profitable company as the Rolex Watch Company. And, as Rolex goes, so
will the rest of the Swiss watch manufacturers. We are fighting for salvation and need
help. Please!



I am in business for almost forty years, and without Rolex parts, I am a dead duck. I have
tried to work with the Justice Department, but to no avail. This appears to be my last
round, and quite possibly the last round for the American way of life.

Because I am not a man of letters, I cannot adequately describe to you the legal atrocities
that Rolex and Cartier have leveled against us. I would, however, be glad to have my
attorney call you, if you should wish, so that he could put it into a legal perspective. This
would probably suit you better than the ranting and raving of a 70-year-old disabled
gentleman.

I must say, however, that it would not be in the public interest, or provide any public
benefit to allow the termination of the Final Judgment from 1960.

Unfortunately, we’re nothing but a bunch of helpless, penniless, and—for the most part—
disabled American workers, and we just can’t provide ourselves with the help that is
needed so badly.

It was United States consumers and workers who helped to make the Swiss watch
industry as great and prosperous as it has become today. However, by closing the
pipelines of necessary supplies and parts with the threat of massive lawsuits for any who
dare stand against the manufacturers of these watches, a great and grand portion of
America’s citizenry will be forced to go on the dole and become mendicants.

I would prefer to beg you for consideration before this happens. I beg of you, sir: Please
grant us some succor from the threat of this fate. Not to do so would be a victory of
avarice above democracy.

Wit hope
lﬁ’ / o~
afe CLG
Capetown Diamond CAPETOWN LUxuRrY GROUP
ARSI W ELRY

T SRR RO A e .—._.. r“'--»

CARL MARCUS
(8OO} 442-7866 * (770) 645-8555 « FAX (770) 645-0450

VISIT OUR WEBSITE: Www.capetowndiamond.com
carL@capetowndiamond.com

ATLANTA BEVERLY HILLS NEW YORK



August 18, 2005

Alberto Gonzalez

United States Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Attorney General,

I am certain that your days are full with what are most likely more important things than my
plight. But, because I am at my wits end and in danger of losing my livelihood, it was suggested
to me to write to you by the New York State Attorney General.

My name is Carl Marcus. I and my family are the owners of a small jewelry company by the
name of Capetown Diamond Corporation. I am nearly 70 years of age and for 35 years | have
been involved in the business of discounting fine Swiss watches, diamonds, and precious jewelry
worldwide.

Along with this letter, I am including a series of ads which I generally run in the New York
Times. Should my plight peak your interest, you may wish to learn more about me by visiting
our corporate website at www.capetowndiamond.com. Although my website may give the
impression that we’re a larger company than we really are, be assured that we are a small firm
operated by my wife, my son, two German shepherds, and four long-term employees.

I guess by all yardsticks, I am the quintessential New York Jewish businessman. I am the oldest
son of a Romanian refugee, the first of seven, and was actually born on a kitchen table in the
Bronx. My wife is the oldest daughter of an immigrant Puerto Rican postman.

Both she and I being depression babies, we were taught by our parents that all things are possible
in America, provided you go to school and work hard. If you did these things, you could make a
good living. I always believed that, and in my case, it almost became true.

Now here’s my problem: Over the last three years, both my wife and I have become victims of
persecution by several major European watch and jewelry manufacturers and miners of
diamonds. In our minds, all we’re guilty of is working hard and perhaps being more superior
marketers than our competition.

The first company to start harassing us through the American judicial system was the Rolex
Watch Company. They have become very upset with me due to my pricing policy and our



method of adding exceptional value to a Rolex timepiece. We are not only discounters, but we
fancy ourselves designers and innovators.

The Rolex Watch Company has been resting on its laurels for many years with aging
management, afraid to make any changes. Their only concession to modern style was that they
offered diamond and gemstone accessories to adorn modern timepieces.

Years ago, when I started learning the jewelry manufacturing business, I discovered that Rolex's
price for their gemstone enhancements was egregiously high. This prompted me and my wife,
and we developed a beautiful set of gemstone accessories. We then sent our accessories to the
International Gemological Institute, along with Rolex's factory made accessories, to scientifically
prove to our clients that our accessories were commensurate in quality and workmanship with
Rolex's much more costly diamond accessories.

Of course, this stirred up the Rolex watch company. Then when some of my competitors started
to get into the act, (even I have competition, but we learn to live with it in America) my wife and
I came up with another ingenious idea.

We found out one day that the Rolex Watch Company publicly espoused the dictum that a Rolex
watch was built to last indefinitely. When I combined this knowledge with the fact that Rolex
has always been very, very, very, slow to change styles, and that most models went unchanged
year after year, I came to the idea that the least expensive way for somebody to own a beautiful
Rolex would be to buy one of our totally refurbished pre-owned Rolex watches. Thus, a whole
new industry was established.

We opened this venture with an explosion of business and, unfortunately, Rolex very quickly
learned what competition would be. The pre-owned Rolex marketing has become so successful
that it would almost take a brain dead schmuck to consider anything else.

Of course, this has greatly upset Rolex's marketing network. Their jewelers were hard-pressed to
figure out how to sell an 18K Yellow Gold Man’s President for over $20,000 when I was
presenting watches that were albeit older models for as little as $7,900. Then, when somebody
wanted a diamond face for their Rolex, where Rolex was charging $1,750, we would offer our
clients an official Rolex dial which we added genuine diamonds to for only $650.

But, of course, many Rolex jewelers were able to persevere under the assault by discounters. As
we both know, Mr. Attorney General, discounting has not eliminated commerce in America.
Tiffany & Co. is still thriving as are Neiman Marcus and other citadels of retail marketing. What
the Rolex, Cartier, and Piaget Watch Companies have done is to resort to heavy-handed de facto
harassment.

Instead of competing with me on an even playing field, Rolex had the temerity to accuse me of
counterfeiting. Their contention was that anybody who would add aftermarket accessories to a
Rolex watch would be committing a felony act of counterfeiting.



More unfortunately for me, Rolex found a group of attorneys ready to pander themselves and
harass me with what has become most expensive litigation. One firm produced a posse of armed
federal agents at my door. Armed with a search warrant, they literally harassed my wife, my
son, | in the middle of a business day in July of 1990.

Shortly thereafter, through bulldog persistence, Rolex got a panel of judges in the 9™ circuit (I -
believe) to agree with them that watches amended with diamond accessories were indeed
counterfeit. Well as Charles Dickens said, sometimes the law is an ass.

Dozens of small entrepreneurs around the United States found themselves in the thick of felony
counterfeiting. One young man in Florida who was newly in business was so harassed by the
rapacious legal firm that Rolex was using at the time, that he committed suicide by shooting
himself in the head.

Rolex has since discovered that by instigating vexatious and inane lawsuits, they can quickly
enervate the small businessman. The field of intellectual property attorneys is slim and
expensive. Most of us little guys cannot handle the bills.

Finally, a few years back, I found a marvelous attorney who believed in us and he got Rolex to
give me a settlement agreement. With this agreement I could continue to vend their product with
aftermarket accessories, provided I give proper disclosure.

Then, along came the Internet, which bfed a pernicious band of liars and counterfeiters. But the
Marcus family of good Bronx and stubbomn Puerto Rican stock persevered through it all and
continued offering the most intense values that could be offered.

Where Rolex offers a two-year service warranty on their new watches, we bested them by
offering a lifetime warranty on pre-owned watches. For clients who live out of town, we send
them a self-sealing mailing box with packing materials - at no cost to them to them - to send their
repairs to us. Where Rolex turn-around is four to six weeks, we are often able to offer service
overnight.

My wife’s and my marketing worked out so well that our client list is composed of a great deal

of America’s most important citizens and movers-and-shakers. When a customer visits our
website, we even supply thousands of written testimonials with names and contact information
for those doubting our integrity. William F. Buckley has even purchased from us. 1 even have

an autographed picture from Ted Koppel.

My wife and I have absolutely built a better mousetrap. Besides the world beating a path to our
doors, and army of lawyers hired by European price fixers are slowly trying to squeeze the life
out of us.

In a valiant effort to lower our profile and overhead, I moved from Beverly Hills — my father was
right when he said if I worked hard I could live well — to Georgia. The cost of living was
considerably less expensive than in California. Ihad the notion that if I 'was to lower my profile



from that of a Beverly Hills jeweler and set up my base of operations, maybe Rolex would get
off my case.

But, shortly after I reached Georgia’s green hills, I was served with a massive lawsuit, not to
mention a brain hemorrhage. In raking over the coals, Rolex's lawyers discovered that
somewhere in the bowels of the seftlement agreement that Rolex had me sign during the federal
invasion of my premises years earlier, they had buried some arcane stipulation that, in any
display advertising, I had to make the name of my company at least a quarter of the total height
of the Rolex watches displayed in that ad — not just once, but twice.

Additionally, we were also required not to put the name Rolex on any signs or on any place in
our building that might in any way allude to the fact that we sold Rolex watches.

But, voila, Rolex's attorneys were able to drum up a case. I am not hiding behind the fact that I
had a stroke, which may have given me some disability in judging numbers, but when they
pointed out than an ad that I ran in the New York Times was out of specs as the name
“Capetown” was about a quarter of an inch out of proportions to the terms of the settlement
agreement, it has since cost me over $300,000 in attorney’s fees.

This expensive and malicious litigation continues through today and the bills keep mounting up
with no end in sight. The case is now buried with Federal Judge Clarence Cooper who has been

mulling about what to do for what is now two years.

So, my wife, my employees, and I live in fear, never knowing when the end will come. We have
become victimized by America’s free enterprise.

If the judge was to issue a preliminary injunction, POOF there goes our life’s work, all because
we found a better way to market watches diamonds and jewelry rather than by utilizing the set

European retail price, which does not provide their retailers to ever discount.

In the past couple of years, We-have beén served papers from Rolex, Cartier, and the De Beers
diamond certificate.

Mr. Attorney General, it just doesn’t seem fair. Can anything be done to stop this? Any
suggestions or help you could offer would be much appreciated.

I thank you for your time.

Best Regards,

Carl Marcus
Capetown Diamond



September 01, 2005

Alberto Gonzalez

United States Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Attorney General,

In regards to my previous missive, which was written to you while I was in an emotional state, I
fear I did not make myself very clear. Perhaps I am calling on your office for help when no help
is available. The legal premise that I am seeking your help with is that foreign retailers — namely
Rolex, Cartier, DeBeers — are very tacitly preventing me from exorcising my right, if indeed I
have that right, to free enterprise by launching vexatious lawsuits against my company of which
they know full well that a small company cannot afford.

By doing so, I feel that it is a de facto form of price fixing, which several of my attorneys advise
me is not legal in America. 1 would hope that price fixing in any way shape or manner — even if
it is slyly disguised in the form of a mindless lawsuit — should be considered illegal intervention
in the rights of Americans to do business.

If it is not legal to fix prices, I fear that by allowing this insidious practice to go on, we are
allowing foreign corporations to change the very foundation that America has been built upon.

For a small family business, the continual legal harassment is akin to a Mafioso firebombing the
store. I hope that, on this tact, you will have some power to help our group. By our group, there
is a legion of men who are semi-retired, retired, veterans, etc — all Americans —who are in
similar business to mine — particularly in the watch repair industry. The reason that a party
would bring the watch to an individual watchmaker is that they generally charge less and can
operate much quicker than a Jarger corporation.

To get a better idea of what I do for a living, you might wish to take a look at my website:
www.capetowndiamond.com.

Recently, Rolex issued an edict that they would no longer sell parts to most independent
watchmakers — including my own. In what seemed like a nanosecond, some malevolent-minded
Rolex executive took away the income from thousands of people, who depended on that income
to make a living — many of them elderly gentleman who had no one to turn to.



I and several other fraternal organizations have attempted to form a legal defense fund, or
perhaps even solve this deceitful practice politically. However, most watchmakers are
submissive souls. By nature, their profession seems to attract silent, sedentary, make-no-waves
guys - a defenseless group that could certainly use some help.

Further into the food chain, we have the consumer who is now chained to the manufacturer for
parts, eliminating all significant competition. For me to file a suit against these corporations for
what I think are egregious legal atrocities would not be financially possible. What I hope to do is
to make enough noise through the avenues of the press such as the Wall Street Journal and the
New York Times, thereby bringing some adverse publicity to the foreign pirates who are causing
this.

When I presented this to Elliot Spitzer, he thought my premises might have had merit and thus
suggested I contact you. So, I sincerely hope that you won’t write me off as a crackpot or a
nuicase. If I am indeed tilting your windmills, it would be kind to advise me that I am.

But, Mr. Attorney General, I strongly suspect that Rolex, Cartier, Richemont, Louis Vuitton,
DeBeers, et al are committing crimes against the very fabric of our democracy. If need be, I am
sure that I can generate several score of notarized affidavits from members of the trade stating
how they have been put upon by those foreign pirates.

Just to give you an idea of how egregious these folks are, it is a well-known fact that DeBeers
has for years totally controlled the diamond production and distribution of the United States
diamond market. Recently, in one of my business journals, I read that they were now going to
go vertical, which is a 21 century catchword for stifling your competition. They announced that
they would now be opening up retail stores all over the United States — Manhattan, Beverly Hills,
etc — thereby going into competition with all of the companies they had been supplying for years.

This information stimulated the marketing part of my brain. I did a little research and found out
that their retail prices are insanely high. So,Iran an ad in the New York Times (see enclosed)
showing a perfectly colorless and flawless diamond at an insanely low price. I bought it years
ago and have been sitting on it ever since. Even at the low price I offered it at, I would still have
made some money.

So, here is poor old me in Roswell, Georgia, operating out of a clearing in the forest. Next thing
I know, DeBeers served papers on me. When my attorney asked them why, it seems that a
partnership company formed between DeBeers and Louis Vuitton is at the throat of the DeBeers
Diamond Syndicate and vice versa, trying to win the DeBeers trademark in the United States.

In my mind, the real reason for the legal service against me is that I was offering a diamond for
$33,000 that they were asking $500,000 for. What other information could I give them about
their partners and opponents? I don’t know anything about them that they don’t know already.

Every time we get served with one of these legal inquiries, it costs our company thousands of
dollars or more, it takes a lot of energy, and it depresses all of us, because it is contrary to what I



believe: If you work hard and can legally best your competition, you have a right to succeed. I
and my family are becoming victims of our ingenuity and enterprise.

Mr. Attorney General, there is something in the woodpile. With hope, your busy schedule will
allow you to look into it.

I am hopefully awaiting your deéision,

Carl Marcus
Capetown Diamond



To: John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice
325 7th Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20530

May 9, 2006

Gentlemen,

I’m writing this letter in response to the upcoming decision on the 1960 Consent Decree between
the US Government and several Swiss Watch companies.

I am a small businessman in business for over 32 years who is a distributor of clock repair mate-
rial for Atmos clocks manufactured by Jeager LeCoultre. We had been doing business with them
for over 10 years. Out of the blue they declared they no longer supply material to wholesale dis-
tributors. This has put a dent in our business and affected thousands of clock repair shops around
the country and around the world who depend on a source of repair material to make a living.

This narrow minded discriminatory decision has had a detrimental affect on my business as well
as the small businesses we sold to. To let these large companies off the hook while they continue
to make huge profits off retail sales while not allowmg repair shop to receive material to service
their goods is unconscionable. I hope you will see fit to rule against these companies who will not
sell replacement material to service their merchandise.

Thank you,

g

Steven Berger

Star Fellow, National Association of Watch and Clock Collectors.
AWCI

BHI .

Antiquarian Horological Society

v,

Tlmesavers
Box 12700 * Scottsdale, AZ 85267 USA
1-800-552-1520 « 480-483-3711 =
Fax 480-483-6116
info@timesavers.com ¢ http://www.timesavers.com



Sheldon D. Warren

1300 E. 86™ Street
Indianapolis, IN 46240
Ph 317-414-3891

E.mail sheldon57@juno.com

Wednesday, May 10, 2006

John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice
325 7th Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Reed,

Abandonment of the 1960 Consent Decree between the watchmaking industry and the United
States Government isn’t the answer. Strengthening the Consent Decree would be most desir-
able. It should be strengthened to the extent of making spare parts available for repair purposes
to all watches sold on the American marketplace.

The result of withholding spare parts is destroying the watchmaking industry in this country.
Few are entering the profession because of the unavailability of spare parts, consumers are held
hostage to repair shops who have spare parts available to them and huge profits are being made
as a result of the withholding of spare parts from the marketplace.

Sincerely yours,

Sheldosn D. Warres



Dashefsky, Michael

From: Hinman, Elizabeth
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2006 2:56 PM

o: Dashefsky, Michael; Read, John; Hale, Nina; Lewis, Lynette
Subject: FW: A badly thought out move by the U.S. Government

An email regarding Rolex from the Antitrust-Internet Comments inbox. Thanks!
Liz

----- Original Message-----

From: ishioka@gol.com [mailto:ishioka@gol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 3:46 AM

To: ATR-Antitrust - Internet

Subject: A badly thought out move by the U.S. Government

Dear Sir or Madam,

The United states intends to drop an anti-trust judgement against the
Swiss Watch industry as outlined in the following document

www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/£214800/214815 htm
Specifically named in this complaint is the Rolex Watch Company.

As many other watchmakers other than myself have testified , the same
abuses that cause the United States to bring anti trust proceedings
against Rolex and several other importers of Swiss watches back in the
1950s still exist today. Despite the fact that the watch business has
‘hanged massively, Rolex in particular continues the same abusive
oractices that led to this action many years ago.

In particular Rolex and other Swiss makers limit their supply of parts
to legitimate and certified watch makers under the spurious claim that
only special trained watchmakers can repair their watches. A mechanical
watch is essentially no more complex than a ringer washing machine. It
is a child of the 19th Century and by modern standards it is a
relatively simple machine. If a washing machine manufacturer claimed
that only someone with special training--which conveniently, no American
had--could fix their washing machines, they would be laughed out of
court.

This is precisely the same situation that exists today in regard to
mechanical watches. Although in volume they may be less than 10% of the
market, in terms of value, they are well over 60% of the contemporary
watch market. so, in business terms, they are very important indeed.

Limiting the availability of parts may help Rolex's profitability, but
it removes a source of income from the American watchmaker and causes an
artificial shortage where none exists in spare parts. The big loser in
the end is the American consumer, who must pay inflated prices for parts
and repair work that only Rolex can be the judge of.

There are many far more important anti-trust cases before the government
than this one. But the fact that the same accusations are being leveled
against the Swiss watch industry and Rolex in particular over 50 years
since this action began should convince one that the leopard does not
change his spots nor Rolex its' behavior.

respectfully.

William T.Stonehill



Watchmaker,
Member American Watch and Clock Maker's Institute



JON W. HORTON

AWCVYCMW, MBHI, NAWCC
530 South Wheeling Ave., Tulsa, OK, 74104
918.592.0870

J onhorton@cox.net

Friday, May 12, 2006

John R. Read,

Chief, Litigation 11l Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7th Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington D.C. 20530

Re: Abolishing the Swiss Consent Decree
Dear Mr. Read,

Please do not allow the abolition of the Swiss consent decree that has protected small service centers like
myself for many years.

We have a very hard time as it is getting spare parts for luxury brands. The Swiss have formed “Groups”
instead of the former “Cartels”. The net effect on small service centers like mine has never been even close
to being what we need for fair competition. To delete the Decree could easily put American service centers
for Swiss made watches out of business.

Please use your influence to keep or even strengthen fair frade of services to Swiss made watches that are
done in the USA.. | can be reached by email at jwhorton.usa@cox.net or by phone at 918-592-0870 or the
mailing address above if someone wants to discuss this matter.

Thank you for listening.

Best reggrds,

-7
/

American Watchmakers Institute
Member British Horological Institute
ational Association of Watch and Clock Collectors



POND COTTAGE
FRISTON, EASTBOURNE
EAST SUSSEX BN20 OAL

(01323) 422422

John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Dept of Justice,

325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530 May 12, 2006.

Re: Rolex USA,Inc: Proposed Termination of Consent Judgment
Dear Mr. Read,

I oppose the proposed termination of the consent judgment in this matter. I am an
independent watchmaker repairing a variety of watches made over the past 200 years.
I am an American citizen, resident in England.

The consent judgment as it stands is a positive force for competition in that it
makes it possible for small unaffiliated businesses like mine to obtain Rolex parts in
the US. In England and in Europe, Rolex is far more restrictive in the sale of its parts.
Indeed, commonly-needed parts (such as winding crowns) are obtainable here only in
a generic, non-Rolex form: they are made by someone other than Rolex to meet this
need. Most parts however are available only from Rolex.

Relieving Rolex of the healthy free market in which in the US it has been obliged
to participate will result in less work for independents, less choice for
consumer/owners of Rolex products and less competition on repair pricing. There is
no more justification for this than there would be to restrict the sale of car parts.
Imagine the uproar if your Department proposed to allow Ford to refuse to sell
gaskets, pistons or filters for their vehicles—even to their owners!

The reasons cited by Mr. Dashefsky for termination (see his Memorandum at sec.
III) are naive and do not reflect present day reality. Yes, there have been great
changes in the watch industry. Of, say, a billion watches produced world-wide each
year today, 980 million are cheap, virtually irreparable and disposable. They are of
less total value than the remaining 20 million watches which come principally from
Switzerland. Fifty years ago, the Swiss dominated on value, as they still do today, and
also on volume, where today they do not. Their dominance is, I suggest, in the more
important area! What the Swiss make today is high grade and worth repairing. This is
not true of 99% of the remainder of world production.

The collective convention of the Swiss may have gone. But if you look a little bit
at the behaviour of the Swiss government, Swiss banks and the principal watch
companies, you will find that they work together in a way which would be impossible
in the US. The best example of this was the successful defense of mechanical watch
makers in the ‘70s and ‘80s when the new quartz movements, which are electronic,
nearly ended mechanical production. The industry has the backing of the Swiss nation
to a degree unimaginable in our country. To suggest that it is now no longer dominant
is naive because where it matters, as in product value, it is the most significant world
player. And there is no longer any domestic competition in the US.

A consequence of the judgment is to make it a bit easier for independent
watchmakers to compete with manufacturers on repairs. That does not seem wrong to
me. Other than to enable Rolex to behave in the US as they bebave elsewhere in the



POND COTTAGE
FRISTON, EASTBOURNE
EAST SUSSEX BN20 OAL

(01323) 422422

world, there is no reason to amend this useful, sensible consent judgment and I ask
that you reconsider your proposal so as to conclude that the Final Judgment of March
9, 1960 be allowed to continue in force. Other Swiss watch manufacturers will be
watching this matter and will, I am sure, follow the path that the Department is now
preparing to illuminate. I suggest that the well-trodden one deserves continued use.

I would be happy to try to answer any questions which you or your associates
might have on any of these matters. My Swiss and world production figures are from
recollection but they are accurate as to the great split in value between the Swiss
production and that of the rest of the world.

Thank you for your consideration and inclusion of my views.

Yours sincerely,

na

Charles R. Peck

cc American Watchmakers Institute
Hon Edward M. Kennedy



A-1 Watch Company
8777 E. Broadway Blvd.

Tucson, AZ. 85710

1-520-731-2663

Dear Mr. Read: May 15, 2006
I am sending you this letter in regards to the consent decree that Rolex Watch Co. is trying to end.

I am a second-generation watchmaker and my son is the third. Our family has been in the watch repair
business since my father graduated from Bradley School of Horology in 1930. I have repaired watches since
I was 13 years old (now 51)

My direct experience with the watch industry is with the company called Norman M. Morris Corporation,
which is the original marketing and parts distributor for Omega Watches.

When I could buy parts direct from them I would pay $10.00 to $15.00 for a part called the Crown (the part
you wind the watch with.) These parts are needed to protect the watch from dirt, dust and moister from
entering the watch.

Now that the company called The Swatch Group controls the Omega watches and parts they have taken
away our ability to buy parts for their watches. We have to buy them from an independent supplier. One of
which advertises in the AWCI magazine called the Horological Times. The same parts that I described are
now costing between $26.00 and $56.00 for the same exact items. This puts the watchmakers and the

consumer at a disadvantage. The parts have gone up so much that only a small profit is available. As you
know profit is not the most important part of any business however it is necessary to keep the doors open.

If you are ndt aware The SWATCH GROUP controls the manufacture of Omega, Rado, Tissot, Blancpain,

Breguet, Calvin Kline, Certina, Endura (Case Company) ETA (watch mechanism manufacture) Favre &
Perret, Flick Flak, Glashutte Original, Hamilton, Leon Hatot, Jaquet-Droz, Lanco, Lemania, (movement
manufacture) Longines, Mido, Nivarox-Far (mainspring manufacturer), Record, Renata, (watch batteries
manufacture), Union, Unitas, (watch movement manufacture) Universo, (watch hand manufacturer), and
last but not least Valjoux the company that makes movements for Breitling, Sinn, Baume & Mercier, Bell &
Ross and 90% of the high grade mechanical chronograph movements.

In the last five years I have been refused parts purchase from other companies. Patek-Phillipe, Bulgari,
Jaeger - Lecoultre, Breitling, and others.

The inability for me and other watchmakers to obtain genuine and original factory parts creates an unfair
playing field in the sense that the factory service centers have all of the parts they need and if the consumer
sends the watch to them they can repair it with genuine factory parts. The problem with this is the factory
services charge almost double and the length of time for repair is a minimum of four to six weeks. Out shop
repairs and delivers watches within ten days to two week prov1dmg we do not get a back order on the parts
or refusal from the manufacture to purchase. . . :

The use of generic parts on an old Bulova or Elgin is OK, but.a person that wears a high-grade watch wants
only genuine external and internal parts used in the repair. The use of non-genuine parts devaluates the item
and increases it’s chances of getting full of water or dirt because the generic parts are not manufactured to
the same specs as the originals. Use of non-genuine material is like taking your new Lexus to a shop and
they tell you that they can only get parts made in China or ang Kong.
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John R. Reed

Chief, Litigation 1ll Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice
325 - 7 th Street, N.W, Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Sir

This responds to your request for comments in regard to the Restrictive Parts Policies of a number of
watch companies acting in accordance with the Swiss Watch Federation. | am sure you are aware, the
Swiss Watch Federation is an umbrella organization, set up to establish guidelines and to set policies
regarding watch and watch parts promotion and distribution.

I have fought the Swiss Watch Federation and these policies for years and finally realized that without
government intervention, it will be impossible to change the policy. However, a number of watch
companies separately established their own restrictive distribution policies in an attempt to eliminate the
private sector, including independent watch technician and watch material supply houses. These
companies ciaim the policies are for quality control purposes, however, the effect is control of the after
sales, parts and repair business even out of warranty repairs to be compieted by their factory
technicians and enforce the policy by refusing to sell parts and related material. The results are the
elimination of competition and consumer over charges. The consumer and watch technician-repairmen
are the victims.

Personally, | can not stay in business without parts to repair watches.

To fine Rolex $ 750,000 is of no consequences. Unless large enough to be felt by impacting profits, fines
will not work. Neither will tariffs.

However, the US watch business and markets are immensely important to the Swiss and their economy.
Prohibiting imports of Swiss made watches would get immediate attention - almost certainly resulting in
changes in the material distribution policies.

Respectfully,
Hans Eckert

fon 2N

Hans Eckert

European Watch Service
P.O. Box 91092

Long Beach, CA 90809-1092
Hanswatch1@aol.com

Shop / 562-439-2474

Wednesday, May 17, 2006 America Online: hanswatch1



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street NW, Suite 300

Washington D.C. 20530

From

Dwight McCartney
P.O.Box 57
Wilkeson, WA 98396

May 18, 2006

Dear Mr. Read,

I am told that the Justice Department is considering eliminating the antitrust regulation which
govern Swiss watch industry in America..

You should be made aware that this action will have a detrimental effect on my own business.
You see, I am a watchmaker, and it is very likely that Rolex and the other companies will restrict
or refuse parts availability to me.

I have made my living repairing watches ever since I graduated from Kansas City School of
Watchmaking in 1977. The KCSW was a highly regarded school and founding member of the
American Watchmaker-Clockmakers Institute Research and Education Council.

Also, please be aware that since I will not be getting Swiss parts to repair watches with, I would
have to use after market parts which are sometimes inferior. Rolex has required that their dealers
refuse to'service any watch with non'Rolex parts, so you ecan see that the end consumer will also
be harmed by these-anti competitive practices.

I ask you to consider carefully what action will truly be of benefit to all American citizens, not
just the ones ‘who have been chosen by foreign companies.

Thank you,"

Dwight McC

art? e :
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1138 Ai-r’ Dark Qoaal, Suite \J Asl’mlanal, \/A 23005

TELEPHONE: (B04) 798-BB68 - FAXx: (805) 798-8869

May 25, 2006

John R. Read, Chief

Litigation Ill Section

Antitrust Div., US Dept. Of Justice
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read:

| write to you regarding the consent decree involving luxury watch manufacturers. It's
important that this decree be retained intact and without compromise. America’s watch industry
has undergone many changes over the last 60+ years, as you know. Many of the American
watch manufacturers were literally put out of business because of international acquisitions. The
larger Swiss houses eliminated most of their US competition for the manufacture of fine time
pieces. It appears they are now attempting to finish the job by eliminating American
watchmaking ENTIRELY.

American watchmakers rely on the repair and restoration of finer timepieces as a staple
to their business. Denying access to parts for these repairs will begin a quickly declining spiral
down, until the point where no American watchmaker can remain in business at all. At that point,
American will have once again lost a valuable art form forever.

Companies like Rolex make enormous profits every year from US consumers. Once the
sale is made, Rolex will leave Americans no alternative but to return their watch for service - a
six month proposition if history is any guide, and at enormously obscene costs.

I am the owner of a mid-sized watch repair facility outside Richmond, Virginia. The
decision regarding this consent decree will very likely determine my fate.

Res ully,

<

~

Barbara D. Williams

Visit Us On the Web at hitp://www.oldfathertime.com
Or E-Mail us at Watchmaker@oldfathertime.com
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I Howard Cromartie am an AWI Member # 25159 , 1l am a
certified Rolex Watch Maker and trained on other Swiss Watches. | am
68 Years old and worked for Reeds Jewelers for 23 years. | am now
retired from Reeds Jewelers and Rolex will not sell me parts to service
Rolex Watches and other Swiss Watches. | do not support the Consent
Decree, this is American we live in not other countries. Rolex is
depriving me of income by not selling me parts and | am well qualified.
Also other Swiss watch companies will not sell me parts.

Sincerely,

Howard W. Cromartie

4094 Beattys Bridge Rd.

Atkinson, NC 28421 Phone # 910-283-6084

ool G



270 E. CROSSVILLE ROAD * ROSWELL, GEORGIA 30075 * (770) 645 -8555 * WWW.CAPETOWNDIAMOND.COM

May 26, 2006

Mr. John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Aantitrust Division US Department of Justice
325 7" Street NW Suite # 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I am writing you in hopes that you would not dissolve the consent decree regarding Rolex
Watch Co. and the rest of the foreign Swiss watch manufacturers, who I'm sure are
hoping you will.

Don’t let Rolex BS you. The company is run by an adamant pack of greedy jackals. As
an adjunct to this letter [ am sendmg you a letter I wrote to Mr. Gonzalez, from which I
“ have not received a reply.

I urge you to believe me that when I tell you that the fine watch business, in America,
with the emphasis on repairs is growing in leaps and bounds. The manufacturers Rolex,
Cartier, Ebel, Breitling, Omega, Jaeger LeCoultre, Audemars Piguet, et. al. are providing
slow and expensive repair solutions to consumers. There is a division of men and
woman, a good many of them disabled veterans and a fine group the most of which
belong to the AWCI. All we ask is that you do not allow these foreign entities to curtail
the availability of spare parts so that we may continue to repair these watches and offer
the public an alternative. We are making our living on restoring and servicing fine Swiss
watches. Rolex for no good reason took away my son’s parts account, shortly after he
was married. Through hit and miss we have been supporting him for over a year. But
without the availability of Factory Made Rolex parts both my son and I cannot exist. I
know Justice is busy and there are certainly cases more urgent than this but if you will
read the letters I sent to Mr. Gonzalez I am sure it will give you an idea of what America
means to us. It means free enterprise, and fairness to all. It is not fair to allow a rich, fat
cat like Rolex and the others to not offer us repair parts. Without a steady supply of
factory watch parts I, my family and my employees will perish - along with a little bit of
what was America. We are not asking for much, and as I told Mr. Gonzalez I don’t want
myself, my family, my grand child and disabled war veteran employees standing in front
of the justice department with a tin cup begging you to allow us to stay in business.



Now you might say. “Well get a lawyer”. We have already spent over $600,000 on legal
fees fighting these Swiss manufacturers. In the final analysis the only justice that will
prevail will come from the US Department of Justice. I am not a man of letters Mr.
Read, I am disabled and can only type with one hand. I can perhaps verbalize my plight
easier on the phone but please understand that the greed and avarice that prompted the
consent decree years ago hasn’t changed. It’s human nature, whenever an opportunity is
available to squeeze out an extra buck somebody will do it. This is why justice must be
continually vigilant. There is no reason why you won’t do anything. Rolex U.S.A. is
making it most difficult to earn a living these days. They are selling thousands of watches
a year in the U.S.A. And all of these watches are subject to malfunctions. Without the
availability of these parts, just exactly how do we make a living?

I know the justice department employees are quite insulated from the real world, it is
impossible to phone you but with my dying breath. Every trade association in America is
inflamed about your lack of motivation and concern. (Please see attachment.) Bear in
mind that it is hard to feel sympathetic because they are paying so much to get their
Rolex repaired. Remember, we talked about American families that do this for a living,
just as you work for the government for a living. There are a lot of woman and children
and elderly Americans who have a lot at stake if you make the wrong decision. We are
not talking about Mexicans and Iraqis, we are talking about American citizens who have
spent as much as thirty years learning their trades. It is just not fair to allow a greedy
Swiss monopolistic company to subjugate us. I anxiously await your reply!!!

Sincerely;”

Carl Marcus
Chairman of Capetown Diamond

CC: New York Times
CC: Washington Post
CC: Wall Street Journal
CC: Larry King Live
CC: CNN

Capetown Diamond
www.Capetowndiamond.com
800-442-7866 Fax 770-645-0450

Carl@capetowndiamond.com



May 26, 2006

John R. Read,

Chief, Litigation III Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
3257th Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington D.C, 20530

Dear Sir:

The action of the Swiss Watch Companies in refusing to sell me or
my suppliers parts takes business away from me. These companies
want the watch owners to send their watches to their chosen repair
shops that charge more than twice my prices for the same work.

I have been in this location for many years and have customers that
know my work and would rather have me make the repairs.

However when a quality watch needs parts I want to be able to use
factory original ones, at the present these are not available. Some
generic parts are available to me but I inform my customers that
for original parts they have to send the watch to the factory
authorized locations. Most of the watch owners will not do this
for they are leery of sending their valuable watch to some unknown
place. Plus do you realize how many things are lost in shipping.
From my experience lost items are greater now than any time in the
past.

Sincerely,

Winf;rd Ra?ﬁ
7

PO Box 510
Tylertown Ms 39667
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3728 Hwy 377 South ¢ Fort Worth, Texas 76116
Phone 560-1338 4 Email bili@billpeoples. com

May 26, 2006

To John R. Read
US Department of Justice

Dear Sir

1 feel strongly that Rolex and other high cost watch manufacturers are doing the small Mom and Pop shops a
disservice. I feel that we should be allowed to purchased parts to repair their watches, either from them or from
watch material house. I have been in the business of repairing watches for over 20 years and have worked on
numerous Rolex Watches. But, now it’s impossible to get some parts, and those parts I do get are generic parts.
I would prefer to use genuine Rolex parts.

I was allowed to purchase parts from Rolex for several years and on November 20, 2002, I received a letter from

Rolex stating that effective that date I would no longer be able to purchase parts from Rolex; and future stated that
they would not give a reason why they would no longer sell me parts. See attached copy of their letter.

Bill Pizples cc

Owner
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ROLEX

RoLEX WaTtcH Servick Corr. ROLEX BuUiLDING 265! NorRTH HarRwoop Dairas, Texas 75201 TELEPHONE {214) £71-0550

November 20, 2002

Billy M. Peoples
3728 Hwy. 377 South
Fort Worth, TX 76116

Re: Account 993266

Dear Mr. Peoples,

After careful review of your spare-parts account, we are herewith informing you of our
decision to discontinue our business relationship. Your Rolex spare parts account has
been officially closed as of today’s date.

For more information, you may refer to your agreement, which provides in the Policy
Statement, under General Policies, 4™ item, that “Both the parts account and Rolex are
free, at any time and for any reason, to discontinue their business relationship, without
cause and without prior notice.”

In compliance with this agreement, we will not discuss the details of our decision.

Sincerely,
ROLEX WATCH SERVICE CORP.

. Do

Khaled Elrawi
Spare Parts Manager
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223 Scottdale Road, B-308
Lansdowne, PA 19050
May 26, 2006

Mr. John R. Read, Chief

Litigation III Section, Antitrust Division
US Department of Justice

325 7th Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Read:

I am a watchmaker and clockmaker, and I am concerned about the dropping of
the consent decree involving Rolex and its recently changed policies regarding
spare parts resale restrictions, voiding of warranties if generic parts are used, and
fixing minimum and maximum prices, despite the position taken by any
professional organizations to which I belong, such as the AWCI.

The watch industry has changed due to technological advances during the last 40
years, altering the number of lower-priced units sold in the US. The volume and
manufacturers of luxury watches has not significantly changed in terms of units
sold. The defendants targeted by the consent decree deal primarily in the luxury
watch market, with little or no participation in the low-end market. Therefore
using the addition of quartz movements, Timex, Bulova, Seiko, and other low-
priced alternatives, (given as a reason to change laws in place governing the
Tuxury watch market), seems to be an incorrect application of the rule of reason
in place of the per se rule.

The dropping of the consent decree could put Rolex's revised policies in violation
of certain Sherman Antitrust Act provisions. These provisions include vertical
price restraints in regard to fixing minimum and maximum prices, non-vertical
price restraints in regard to spare part resale restrictions, and tying contract
violations in regard to the policy voiding warranties if generic parts are used.

Material houses will be affected by the dropping of the consent decree, which will
in turn have a direct impact on AWCI members' ability to make timely and
profitable repairs in their businesses. One fact that may not have been recognized
by the AWCI Board of Directors is the true financial history of material houses

compared to the luxury watch brands.

The original judgment has vertical restraints that the Department of Justice
deemed necessary as a means of watch parts distribution in the 1960's. This was
designed to keep the Swiss Cartel from restricting the flow of parts necessary for
the watch repair trade to operate. The "Swiss Cartel", as it was known, may not
exist today in name only. The common business practices of today's Swiss Watch
Groups, who work together, produces the same result of the illegal Cartel from



earlier decades. The companies may have changed their names to "Groups”, but
what was against the law in 1960 is still illegal today.

I bope the potential adverse impact on my ability to earn a living is considered by
the government.

Sincerely,

B f] G

Anthony J. Ambruso



Peter J. LeCody

Regional Franchise Owner
Fast-Fix Jewelry Repairs
8687 N. Central Expressway
2320 NorthPark Center
Dallas, Texas 75225

(214) 361-2811 x4

May 27, 2006

John Read

Chief, Litigation III, Antitrust Division
325 7" Street NW, Room 300
Washington DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read:

I understand that USDOJ, Antitrust Division, will be ruling soon on removal of a consent
degree between the government and several Swiss watch manufacturers, including Rolex,
that has been in place since 1960.

While I am in generally in favor of canceling the consent decree regarding the
distribution of spare parts to authorized resellers, the main thorny problem still remains
on predatory pricing policies from some Swiss watch manufacturers and their U.S.
Distributors.

While some manufacturers only make their replacement parts available through a tight
distribution network of the “good ole boys”, some other manufacturers and U.S. based
distributors have one price for the retailers of their watches and a higher price for those
who are trained in watch repair skills, but do not carry the watch brand. This puts
companies like ours at a distinct pricing dis-advantage to our consumers. This is not a
level playing field. '

If independent car repair facilities were not able to obtain genuine replacement parts for
their customers, or were forced to pay a higher price from the manufacturer or distributor,
this would put them in an uncompetitive position. Example: if the Ford Motor Company
were to charge their dealers $100.00 for a headlamp and charge an independent repair
facility $175.00 for the same item, most independent repair shops would soon be out of
business. The same dual-pricing scheme happens to watch repairers everyday. We get a
royal screwing from watch manufacturers and distributors on pricing. We need a level
playing field.

Peter J. LeCody



May 28, 2006

John Read

Chief, Litigation 111,
Antitrust Division,

U.S. Department of Justice
325 7" Street NW, Room 300
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read:

I am writing to you regarding the motion of Rolex Watch USA for an order
terminating final judgment of Civil Action 96-170. My opinions are based on 30 years
experience in the watch industry working for one of the major firms that imports and
distributes watch parts to the trade.

I believe that it is not in the public’s best interest to terminate the final judgment.

Section 1 of supplement to civil action No. 96-170 refers to the Collective
Convention of the Swiss Watch Industry. This cartel like behavior still exists today as
the watch companies’ act in unison. Sales of parts are to those that are deemed worthy of
the “privilege.” The sale of parts is contingent upon using the part only for a particular
repair, not reselling the part to a third party, charging a “suggested” amount for the
repair, acquiring certain tools and equipment, and many more guidelines that can be
found in Rolex’s policy statement. Rolex is not the only firm to have these guidelines.
Most of the Swiss Iuxury watch firms have similar terms.

Section 3 of the supplement cites tremendous changes in the watch industry as a
reason for termination. What industry has not? Experienced change? The idea that the
Swiss are no longer a dominant force in the watch industry is based on facts twisted to
the benefit of the luxury watch firms by their attorney. While they do not produce as
many units as they once had, they do have an overwhelming majority of dollars in annual
sales not only to the US but worldwide. See attached page from the Swiss Watch
Federation.

Section A of the supplement also suggests the pin-lever movement as a cause of
the decline of the Swiss watch. I submit to you cheap watches have been around a lot



longer than the pin-lever movement (the dollar watches made by American firms at the
turn of the century). A distinction must be made between a luxury watch and a
disposable watch. While the

American consumer has a wide range of watches to choose from, if they want a luxury
watch, they must buy a Swiss watch. Terminating the Final Judgment would only give
Carte Blanche for the Swiss firms to sell at whatever price they choose inflating value by
restricting access. They have removed the consumers’ right to where and by whom they
would have their watch serviced.

It is my opinion and that of many others that the plan and ultimate goal of the
Swiss watch firms is to eliminate any third party involvement in the sale and repair of
their watches. A watchmaker depends on a supply house to have parts for many brands as
well as sundries, purchasing from one source lowers shipping costs as well as time spent
ordering. Since before the turn of the century supply houses have provided a reliable and
efficient network to distribute parts for the watch factories. We now find ourselves
dismissed without regard from the factories for helping keep.their brands alive. To stay in
business we must raise the prices of products we do sell. The cost of doing business
increases and the cost’s all are passed on to the consumer. Many of us have gone out of
business.

An analogy is you purchase a Ford car and are told you must have it serviced at
the Ford dealership. This includes even oil changes or they will void your warranty.
Another scenario, you buy a used Ford from your neighbor to fix-up and give to your son
or daughter, but you find that some of the repair is more complicated than you first
thought. You decide to bring it to your local mechanic. The mechanic at the local service
station is unable to purchase a part needed, you are told you must bring it to the Ford
dealer. You are then told by the Ford dealer they cannot work on your car because it
previously worked on by someone other than them and does not have all original factory
made parts. The only way they will fix the car is a complete overhaul using original Ford
parts. This type of situation is very unfair and does not allow for a free marketplace.

Terminating the final judgment will only to serve perpetuate the decline of the
American watchmaker. The only place to service the watch will be the watch companies
own service centers. Jewelry stores will be reluctant to sell these brands since they will
be difficult or impossible to service. This would be the justification the Swiss firms are
looking for in order to open their own company outlets completing the cycle of complete
control.

Rolex’s violations of the agreement only show their lack of respect for American
law and the American people. The settlement amount of $ 750,000 is ludicrous; Rolex
spends considerably more sponsoring yacht races. Small and vague classified ads placed
in trade magazines that would cause little notice seemed pointless. The magazines chosen
were not the best choices as they are not the magazines that are commonly read by the
watchmaker and watch trade.



Before a decision is reached I would ask that the person or persons responsible for
this decision visit a few local jewelers and ask firsthand their views.

Sincerely,

Thomas D McRoy
908 Erdner Ave
Pittsburgh, PA 15202
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The Swiss and world watchmaking industry

in 2005

Swiss watch exports

Introduction

After the success of 2004, Swiss watch exports reg-
istered another record year in 2005. With double-
digit growth, they easily cleared the 12-billion franc
mark. Growth in the sector has accelerated since
2003 and maintained a high level throughout 2005.

Total value (in CHF million)
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Swiss watch exports achieved a total value of 12.323
billion francs in 2005, an increase of 10.9%, or 1.2
billion francs, over 2004. This positive trend should
continue in 2006, but at a slightly less sustained rate.

Exports of finished watches

Exports of finished watches represented a large part
of the overall value. Accounting for 11.4 billion francs,
they grew by 12.0%, which was more than other
products in the sector. 24.3 million Swiss watches
were exported in 2005; this corresponded to 840,000
units fewer than last year, a decline of 3.3%. The long-
term downward trend in volume, therefore, persisted
throughout 2005. This reflects a shift in the market
structure, to which the sector is gradually adapting,

Tiend of the different matcrials

18-carat gold watches enjoyed the strongest per-
centage increase in 2005. Particularly dynamic,
they grew by 17.0% for a total value of 3.3 billion
francs. Steel watches, however, represented the larg-
est part in value terms, realising 4.9 billion francs. At
+10.3%. the increase in this highly popular material
was slightly below the average. Also occupying an
important place in watch exports were bimetallic
products - principally gold/steel - which, at 1.8 bil-
lion francs, enjoyed a year-on-year increase of 13.3%.
These three materials generated close to 90% of
the total value. At the same time, platinum watch-
es recorded an increase of 17.2% in value, though
the number of sales was comparatively modest.

Watches by materials

Units

Precious metals M Other metals
W Stecl W Elccuroplate & other
MR Synthetics & other ma- coatings

terials

In volume terms, the results presented a different pic-
wure. Bucking the general rend, steel watches grew
by 13 million units for an increase of 1.8%. More
than one watch in two exported by Swiss watch com-
panies in 2005 was made of steel. This positive de-
velopment, however, was far from sufficient to com-
pensate for the decline registered in other materials.
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Mcchanical and clectronic watches

The rise in the value of mechanical timepieces
(+16.7%) more than tripled that of electronic time-
pieces (+5.1%). In terms of units, however, the trends
were the opposite: mechanical products gained 8.8%,
while the others slipped back 5.0%, resulting in 1.1
million fewer units. Mechanical watches, therefore,
continued to gain ground, accounting for over 62% of
the total value, but for less than 14% of the total units.

Watches (in CHF million)
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Trend of the main markets

Swiss watch exports grew on all five continents in
2005. Asia accounted for the lion’s share with 42.9%
of the total value. With an increase of 11.2%, ap-
proximately 5.3 billion francs, it reflected the world
average. Europe, despite being slightly behind,
enjoyed very satisfactory results, with 4.1 billion
francs (+8.1%). Sales on the Old Continent accel-
erated throughout the year, testifying the region’s
strong dynamics. Exports to the sector’s third im-

Oceania
1%

Europe
33%

Africa "
1%

America
22%

portant market, the American continent, increased
by 13.7%, 10 2.7 billion francs, and sustained this
rate throughout 2005. Despite their small share of
the market, both Oceania and Africa proved to be
very dynamic. The former exceeded its 2004 results
by 26.8%, with 142.7 million francs, the latter by
21.1 %, with 115.1 million. Both enjoyed acceler-
ated growth throughout the twelve-month period.

Geographical distribution (in CHF million)

Value : Chang o
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Japan 11451  +15.7% 9.3%
Clwly c oo 8421 +84% . 6.8%
France 660.3 +8.1% 5.4%

Oth:Countr. 57604 ~+10.5% © 46.7%

“Toral "t 123238 +109%  100:0%

The United States, the Swiss watch industry’s leading
market, continued to enjoy the strong growth it had
already experienced in 2004. Although exports to
Hong Kong were slower, they continued to grow. In
Japan, the upward trend accelerated throughout the
year and ended on 2 high note, confirming the recov-
ery in this important market. In Europe, the leading
markets recorded very satisfactory results: ltaly con-
tinued to roll along smoothly, while France acceler-
ated noticeably at the end of the year. And the turna-
round in Germany meant that it finished the year
above the European average. Last but not least was
the excellent performance enjoyed by Swiss watch
manufacturers in China, Taiwan and South Korea.

© Federation of the Swiss Watch Industry FH 2006
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World watch exports

The figures quoted here illustrate watch exports
and imports by the main countries concerned.
They do not represent data for world watch pro-
duction. While this may be estimated at around
1.2 billion timepieces, the export and import fig-
ures are in fact higher because a product may be
re-exported and therefore stated twice. However,
this data does clearly reflect the forces involved
and highlights the global trends of the branch.

,:"‘/ In 2005, Switzerland consolidated its position as the
world’s leading exporter of horological products.

~ The value of its exports reached 10 billion doltars,
the best resultin its history. In local currency terms
(excluding currency exchange effects), growth stood
at 11% against 2004. This was by far the strong-
est increase among the world’s main watch ex-
porting countries. In the same period, Hong Kong
exported or re-exported goods worth 6 billion dol-
lars, mainly to the United States, China, Japan and
Switzerland. This figure was up just slightly by 1%
year on year. Among the leading trio, China posted
exports worth 2 billion dollars, 4% down on 2004.

Main exporting countries (in USD million)
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Horological exports from Germany, taking all
products together, were worth 1 billion dollars,
nearly 4% higher than in the previous year. The
biggest decline was reported by Japan with a near
9% contraction of exports to 951 million dollars.

Exports of finished watches

In volume terms, China was the biggest exporter
of finished watches in 2005. But at 880 million
units the quantities concerned were 15% down
on 2004. In second place, Hong Kong experi-
enced a similar reduction with timepiece exports
worth over 600 million. Ranking first in value
terms, Switzerland came third on volume. It was
far behind the Asian manufacturers with 24 mil-
lion timepieces exported, 3% down year on year.

Main watch exporting countries

e 5 Change in %

China . -15%
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The main watchmaking countries were not all active
in the same product categories. Waiches exported
by China, for the most part electronic, were sold at
an average price of 1 dollar (ex-works price). This
value was slightly higher in the case of timepieces
leaving Hong Kong at 6 dollars. But these figures
bear no comparison with Swiss watches for which
the average export price peaked at 377 dollars in
2005. Somewhere between these two extremes,
products exported by European countries and the

1 United States were worth between 30 and 60 dollars.

World watch imports

The five leading watch importing markets all in-
creased their demand by several per cent in 2005.
Hong Kong took the equivalent of 4.6 billion dol-
lars in horological products, many of which were
re-exported. The value of goods imported into the
United States was 3.9 billion dollars. At 2.2 bil-
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lion dollars, Japanese watch imports showed the
steepest increase. Switzerland and Germany re-
ported similar figures, with 1.2 billion dollars each.

Main importing countries (in USD million)
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For further information, please consult: www.ths.ch
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Dashefsky, Michael

From: Hinman, Elizabeth
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 9:49 AM

2: Dashefsky, Michael; Read, John; Hale, Nina; Lewis, Lynette
oubject: FW: cases/f214800/214815.htm

FYI, comments re: Rolex from the Antitrust-Internet Comments email inbox.
Thanks,
Liz

————— Original Message-----

From: carlk@evcohs.com [mailto:carlkeevcohs.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 1:13 AM

To: ATR-Antitrust - Internet

Subject: cases/f214800/214815.htm

i would like to comment on the consent decree the Rolex watch Co. is
seeking to dissolve. as a watchmaker it is critical that be able to

obtain repair parts for the watches i repair. the justification for
dissolving the consent decree simply does not exist. the Swiss watch
groups contrary to what is be alleged have actually increased their

share of the luxury or high end watch market. that portion of the total
watch market has increased, and is predicted to continue to do so in
near future. the Swiss groups continue to restrict the flow of watch
parts required to repair their watches, which intern restricts my

ability to earn a living. it also increases the costs to the watch
owners. what was against the law in 1960 is still illegal today. i hope
he justice dept. will take a very serious look at the ramifications

! dissolving the consent decree before it takes action. thank you



May 30, 2006

John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

RE: 1960 Consent Decree requiring watch factories to supply parts

As the Executive Coordinator of the International Watch and Jewelry Guild, our
organization represents 4400 members nationwide who earn their living in the watch
industry. Our members support thousands of local watchmakers and watch industry
suppliers across the Country. These people are dedicated to serving their communities
and supporting this country’s continuing need for high quality craftsmen. These local,
skilled watchmakers’ service quality watches at fair prices for the American consumer.

We are writing formally as a group to request that you do not rescind your 1960 decree
which was established to protect the American consumer from unfair trade practices by
the Swiss watch industry. We read with some great surprise as you state that the “decree
is no longer necessary to protects competition and should therefore be terminated”. This
is an extraordinary statement, which we think would be difficult to support. The decree
was established in 1960 because the Swiss watch industry was engaged in unfair trade
practices. They supplied 54% of the watches sold in the United States, which represented
99% of the luxury market. The Swiss industry would have you believe that the decree is
obsolete today because they only supply 6% of the watches sold in the United States now.
However, they still control 99% of the luxury watch market. ‘

If the decree is rescinded the Rolex Watch Company will pay a small insignificant fine
but the American consumer and the American Watchmaker will pay a much higher price.
Once you release them from their obligations to supply replacement parts to service
watches they will gradually stop supplying them. This will force every skilled
independent watchmaker in the United States out of business and it will severely impact
the independent jewelers who makes up an important part of every local economy in the
United States. In addition every consumer who owns a luxury watch will have to send
their watch to a regional service center for service which will probably be done at two or
three times what their local neighborhood jeweler charges. This in an injustice and
should not be encouraged by the Justice Department.



Would rescinding the decree set a dangerous precedent? The United States government
is not in the business of putting hard working American out of business for the benefit of
the Swiss government? But if the decree is rescinded what is to stop German automobile
manufactures from deciding that they no longer want to supply replacement parts to
American independent mechanics? Since Rolex Watch Company engages in endless acts
of illegal activities with the decree in effect why would they any differently I the decree
was rescinded? Rescinding this decree will result in a total American monopoly by the
Rolex Watch Company and the rest of the Swiss manufactures will follow suit. The
Swiss watch industry will make many millions of dollars from this action and the
American consumer will be left paying for it.

If this decree was necessary in 1960 because of unfair trade practices it is more necessary
today particularly in the case of the Rolex Watch company. Because Rolex is so
powerful in Switzerland they actually have the power to prevent small Swiss companies
from manufacturing quality generic parts under the threat of a suit. This is simple
Blackmail and would not be acceptable in any American court.

In very simple terms the United States Justice Department should not be in the business
of supporting companies that act against the principles of the working class and the
American consumer. As Americans we believe in certain principles of free enterprise
and hard work and those principles should to supported and nurtured by every
Government agency. We respectfully request that you give consideration to our points
and deny the request to terminate the 1960 decree.

Thank pyou,

Christina M
IWJG ,



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. .While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally importani today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative,



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the ‘
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears-that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust-legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the tuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market, This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding thie 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong fo an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative. :

Signed,

Cpbricl GamZAlES



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controis 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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Signed,



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches. :

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in Americg/ The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen yeays and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed, Y/
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss

watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
ecessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr, Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

N

Mone 0. Cavtig. o



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misieading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

C ynthia Maiie /L/\do/im_/




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eamn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eam their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.

- importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the tuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Maohael JES['?/’) Croisdate



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlied 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at-the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

[ am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S. -
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

ﬁé«zf J- Croistale



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifieen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it 1s imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative. :
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

- What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
focal American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation I1I Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with,

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlied 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the Juxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literalty force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signg,d’/
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation IIIT Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular-irthe United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only

necessary, it is impega

Signed,



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7 Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living .
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eamn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the- Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to .
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative. -

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7 Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is .
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eam their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore-should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The huxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches,

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlied 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation IIT Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and theréfore should be terminated. It appears that the -
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation I1I Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. . It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into -account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

‘Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States -which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eam their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legisiation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the fuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

1 am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative. :
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation 111 Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed, /
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

1 am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eamn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local Ameérican craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eam their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated.” It appears.that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
-industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living

servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

Yoo Tacet)



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eam their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 534% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer.  While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of'the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifieen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed, Vi / /,

N / Whedo \Qaus.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Aantitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legisiation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the .
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship. their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in' America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed, /
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlied 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the-1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not onty
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

Suni| Da/ya///\




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation IIT Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eam their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

- By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

‘What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

Mana‘) pd’/ 1/4/4/\
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the ’
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss -
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

Sm Lﬂ((«é)u/\ﬂ
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. - I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eam their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with. :

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed, -
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry onty controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it.isifiperatiye. '
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the ifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7® Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I'am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to

determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the '
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss

watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only

necessary, it is imperative. \

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer, While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifieen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with. ’

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misieading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the fuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only

necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eam their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading-as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

[ am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read
Chief, Litigation III Section
352 7" Street NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20530
June 1,2006

Dear Mr. Read,

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that
Prohibits U.S. importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-
competitive practices in the U.S. watch industry. I am in the secondary watch market and
find that the Swiss companies as a whole are not willing to sell the parts necessary to
repair the watches, that they sell here in the US, to anyone but Authorized Service
Centers.

As an example, this would be like General Motors only selling parts to their DEALERS
SO THAT IF YOU WANTED YOUR CAR FIXED YOU HAD TO TAKE IT TO THE
DEALER YOU BOUGHT IT FROM. I'm sure that you see the problem.

The Swiss companies are saying the they are doing this to protect the consumer

when in actuality they are doing it for pure greed. I have no problem with profit motive
but the service that the companies are providing the watch buying public is appalling.

The average time for a watch to be serviced by any of the big watch companies (Rolex,
Swatch group etc) is six to eight WEEKS and sometimes longer. It has gotten so bad, that
I personally know of several Jewelers here in Phoenix that are getting out of the watch
selling business because they cannot give their customers the “after sales” service that
they feel they deserve and expect even through the Authorized service centers.

The well-trained independent watchmakers here in the U.S., many trained by the Swiss
companies themselves, are ready and willing to take care of the American consumer
provided they can buy the parts from the manufacturers.

Please help them do so by not rescinding the 1960 consent and I urge you to look into the
Swiss watch industries lack of service to their American customers.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

David Fetz

Customer Service/Repair
Inventory Adjusters Inc.
3437 E McDowell Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85008



@

GUILLERMIN
Mr. John R. Read, Chief M O l- L ET June 1, 2006

Litigation Il Section

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

325 7" Street, NW—Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20530

Re: Termination of Rolex Consent Decree

Dear Mr. Read:

| am strongly in support of maintaining and in fact strengthening of the 1960 Swiss consent decree. If this
decree is lifted every independent watchmaker and jeweler in the United States will be put out of business
within a few short years, of this | am certain. | am a third generation American watchmaker and a
manufacturer of a small luxury line of watches made in Switzerland. As such | am in a position to express a
knowledgeable and educated opinion on this subject, and 1 am considered an expert in this field. |
understand your depariment is prepared to terminate the agreement based on several factors; two main

ones being the consumer’s “options” when buying a watch and whether or not Rolex “dominates” the
marketplace.

DOES THE CONSUMER HAVE OPTIONS WHEN BUYING A WATCH?

Rolex has taken the position that the consumer has many options when buying a watch so the decree
should be lifted. This decree is not about options at the point of purchase. It is about options when the time
comes to service the watch. It is highly unlikely that the consumer will be informed at the time of purchase
that their local watchmaker will never be able to get parts for the routine maintenance of their fine watch. By
default the consumer in fact has no options.

it is accepted practice for us as consumers to take a new “under warranty” product to an “authorized factory
service center”. Imagine that “authorized factory service center” was actually a “factory owned service
center”. Typically when the warranty has expired, most of us look for a competent skilled professional to
handle our repairs. Someone we can have a friendly and trusted relationship with. We also want the work
done in a timely manner at a fair price and we do not want to be charged for unnecessary work. These are
American traditions and | believe the Department of Justice should foster these important relationships. It is
in the best interests of independent American tradesman and the American consumer. Would you Mr. Read
purchase a luxury car if you understood in advance that every routine service would have to be done by the
“factory owned service center” and you had no options?

DOES ROLEX DOMINATE THE MARKET PLACE?

No other privately held company in the world can boast that:

e They are the world’s largest consumer of gold.

e They have threatened the United States Customs Department so many times that customs agents joke
“that they work for Rolex”.

e They are the largest buyer of print ad space in the world.

e They have the resources to pressure the United States Department of Justice into terminating a decree
that was established to protect the American consumer from unfair trade practices.

e They have for 20 years flagrantly disregarded American Law and paid a mere $750,000 fine for it.

8840 Beverly Boulevard, West Hollywood, California 90048 USA

Phone {310} 271-9163 Facsimile {310} 271-1473
info@guillerminmollet.com



* They can put any company in Switzerland out of business with legal actions for simply making a spring
that can be used in one of their watches. ,

e They will put every independent watchmaker in the United States out of business if they prevail.

* They can stop any critical article about their company by simply threatening to either withdraw their
advertising budget, or by an expensive law suit.

OF COURSE THEY DOMINATE THE MARKET PLACE, AT LEAST FIGURATIVELY.

It is very convenient for Rolex to question its market dominance to support its argument to rescind the 1960
antitrust decree against it. They may not sell more watches then Seiko but they are the worlds Keystone
Watch Company, nobody involved in the watch industry in America, Japan or Switzerland would disagree.
The only thing that prevents them from literally dominating is simply their intent.

IF THIS DECREE IS TERMINATED:

The American consumer will be forced to spend nearly twice as much as is customary for servicing their
watches. The factory typically replaces parts that do not need to be changed; and since they have a
monopoly on these parts they can charge anything they want for them. The consumer will not know what is
necessary and what is unnecessary since they will not have a relationship with the technician at the service
center. The factory will control every aspect of the repair.

WHEN THE DECREE IS TERMINATED:

Every other watch company in Switzerland will be drafted in behind Rolex. They will waste no time in asking
for the same considerations, even though they are already holding back most parts. Will the Department of
Justice consider them individually and as such accept that they are not a monopoly or at some time will the
Department decide that as a group all these watch companies constitute a monopoly and the consumer has
no “options” and they do “dominate” the field?

SETTING A DANGEROUS PRECEDENT:

What if all the automobile manufactures in Germany decide that terminating this decree should apply to
them as well? Will the Department of Justice consider that the consumer has “other options” and these
German manufactures do not “dominate” the market and release them from their responsibilities also?

ECONOMIC FORCES:

The argument can be made that the Department of Justice should not be legislating on issues that would
normally be resolved by market forces which would give consumer options. In other words, if the watch
companies are charging too much for their parts then other companies will fill the void. This will not happen
because Rolex is to powerful and because they are a vertical company and can destroy any competitor.
They can for example lower their prices (as they did a few years ago) for a short time while a competitor is
trying to get a foothold in the market. Because of modern production techniques those factories most watch
parts can be manufactured very cheaply.

UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES AND BRAND PROTECTION:
Briefly, let's take a moment to discuss the Rolex position with respect to its quality and brand name

protection. Of course, we all understand that a company wants to protect its reputation. Many aftermarket
products in other industries are licensed if patents protect them. But there is a disturbing trend in the watch



industry with respect to Rolex. Rolex goes out of its way to redesign simple parts so that they now require
special tools for repair. Parts inside some of these assemblies are designed to wear out prematurely. These
are the cheapest parts to manufacture and they own the rights to the special tools to fix the assembly. In )
many cases these special tools are not available to the skilled independent watchmaker. If they are
available they are very expensive. In some cases high quality aftermarket tools are available but Rolex
forbids their use. In some cases they will sue a Swiss company for making the tool. In some cases if they
discover that the watchmaker is using one of these tools they will cancel their parts account.

Could you imagine Chrysler suing Goodyear because they manufacture a tire that can be used on one of
their cars? Well that is quite a normal attitude with Rolex. Several years ago | went with a partner to
Switzerland and tried to have some parts made to fit some older Rolex watches. | was told by the owners of
the small factory that since these parts could be used in a Rolex they did not want to make them. It was not
that they did not want the business; it was just that if Rolex got wind of it they might be sued and it was not
worth it to them.

Over two thousand years ago a Greek named Archimedes invented the screw. He also set forth many of
the modern principles of mechanics. The Rolex Watch Company behaves as if they own these principles? It
is the belief that they own the rights to certain dimensions of parts that can be used in their products, such
as mainsprings, wheels or levers. Archimedes patents ran out a long time ago. But it seems as though
Rolex does not respect that fact.

ORIGINAL OR AFTERMARKET, WHICH ARE BETTER?

There has always been a battie in Switzerland about generic parts, which are sold for much less then the
original ones. Years ago there were many small precision factories in Switzerland with the tooling to
produce parts that could be used in Rolex and other brand watches. In many cases they were superior to
those that Rolex used. Superior, how was this possible you may wonder? Well a watch part can easily be
designed to wear out sooner rather then later. As an example, several years ago Rolex produced the
caliber 2130. This watch had a clutch wheel that continually failed. Rolex “redesigned” parts of this
movement but never really corrected the problem. In the interim, the consumer was forced to foot the bill for
unending repairs to a watch they believed to be a quality product. This is not an uncommon problem. In the
case of mainsprings, high quality aftermarket mainsprings have been designed so as not to prematurely
break as do genuine mainsprings. Most of these small specialty manufacturers, which make aftermarket
parts, have either been purchased by the Swiss factories involved in exclusive parts contracts, or have
been coerced not to make aftermarket Rolex or brand parts, the rest are simply out of business.

THE DOMINATE QUESTION:

It is very convenient for Rolex to question its market dominance to support its argument to rescind the 1960
antitrust decree against it. If the decree is lifted the windfall for Rolex will be substantial. However the
windfall to the rest of the Swiss watch industry will be ten times that. These other Swiss companies may by
brand seem small but they are all owned by much larger holding companies such as LVMH, Swatch and the
Richemont Group. They are also vertically integrated companies and, as such, control nearly every sector
of Swiss watch production.

WHAT IS THE SOLUTION?

In late May of last year economic interests in Switzerland began an orchestrated effort to seek a free trade
agreement with the United States. Lobbyists in Washington have already addressed this issue and the
urgency is such that a proposed agreement must be negotiated and signed by 2007 before the current



administration leaves office. Among those greatly benefiting from such an agreement would be the Swiss
watch companies and multinational holding companies such as LVMH, Swatch and the Richemont group.

The United States is currently the most important market for Swiss watches, with consumption of
approximately eighteen percent of its total production. American consumers spent nearly $1.7 Billion on
Swiss watches in 2004. The 2004 import tax derived from these imports amounted to $55 Million and is the
single largest sector of US Customs revenue.

| respectfully request that The United States Department of Justice seriously consider the impact of a Swiss
Free Trade Agreement. In addition to all that | have mentioned earlier in this letter, such a free trade
agreement would resuilt in the United States losing a significant revenue and import taxation on myriad
other Swiss products.

| strongly recommend that if the United States is prepared to offer Switzerland a free trade agreement then
independent watchmakers should have, in return unrestricted access to all Swiss factory replacement parts.
It is very little to ask for.

it may seem Mr. Read that you are not receiving enough letters on this subject. | have spoken with many
small independent watchmakers that still do have limited access to parts from Rolex about this issue. | have
asked them to contact the Department of Justice to express their views. Sadly, but understandably none
would risk their fragile relationship with Rolex by sending a letter as they are sure they would have their
parts account terminated. | do not have a parts account with Rolex and do not need one therefore |1 am not
concerned. | am expressing my views on behalf of all the independent watchmakers [ work with.

In conclusion, | would like to share a story and make this one final point. One of my favorite watchmakers is
a man in his 60s. He has been a watchmaker for over 50 years working on Rolex watches. He is the most
skilled watchmaker | have ever had to honor to work with. The other day he looked at me and said “Before
they (Rolex) will send me a new part they make me waste my time sending back the old worthless worn out
part as if | am some kind of a criminal”.

It is important that the United States Department of Justice understands that there can be no fair
competition with a company like Rolex. If the Rolex Watch Company is comfortable putting Swiss
companies out of business what will they do with American companies when the decree is terminated?
They simply do not believe in free trade and they never will. Please do not terminate the 1960 decree,
which was established to protect American consumers and thousands of dedicated decent people who work
in the watch and jewelry industry in the United States.

Respectfully Yours,

s Sop VY

Sig Shonholtz



301 E. Healey St,
Champaign, Illinois 61820-5508

June 3, 2006
Mr. John R. Read, Chief, Litigation III Section
Antitrust Division, U.S. Department of Justice

325 Seventh St. Nw, Suite 300
washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Sir:

I object extremely to restraing$s in trade which make it impossible
for me to buy genusne parts for my customers which rightfully trust me
to make proper repoifs on their watches., For example, Rolex parts.
They should be forced to engage in free trade, not allowed to increase

further their refusals? to sell parts and deal with material houses and

tradesmen. © e
Sincerely

Allan D. Eckel,



Mr. John R. Read, Chief June 3, 2006
Litigation Il Section

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

325 7" Street, NW—Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20530

Reference: Planned Termination of the 1960 Rolex Consent Decree

Dear Mr. Read:

As a private citizen with a personal involvement in the watch industry | would like to express my views
on the Department of Justices decision to rescind the 1960 consent decree. Please consider my
opinion when making your decision.

The nominal fine of $750,000 that your department has levied against the Rolex Watch Company is
nothing for them to pay against the windfall profits they will gain by the termination of the decree and by
extension fo the rest of the Swiss watch companies. Rolex would have us all believe that since the
consumer has a choice when buying a watch, that they therefore do not have a monopoly. | assure you
Mr. Read that once the decree is rescinded the Swiss watch industry will have a choke hold on every
independent watchmaker and jeweler in the United States. When that happens they will, without a
doubt, cause every independent watchmaker and jeweler be put out of business.

Rolex is blatantly collapsing two issues into one. The first is whether consumers have enough choice or
“options” when they buy a watch. Of course the consumer has many, almost too many “options”, but the
decree is set forth to protect the consumer from the Swiss monopolies after the customer has
purchased the watch, when it is too late. You can be sure that no consumer will have “options” when it
comes time to service their watch. That is a monopoly, and in my opinion the intent of the law is to
prevent dominance rather than react to after it is too late.

The argument is that in 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlied over 50% of the American watch
market and today they only control 6%. However the percentage that they controlled of the luxury
market in 1960 was 99% and that figure has not changed. So it is, that while times may have changed,
circumstances have not.

WHAT IS THE SOLUTION?

Economic interests in Switzerland are lobbying the United States Government for a free frade
agreement. The Swiss lobbyists in Washington are trying to finalized this agreement before the current
administration leaves office. Among those greatly benefiting from such an agreement would be the
entire Swiss watch industry and the multinational hoiding companies such as LVMH, Swatch and the
Richemont group.

| would support the new trade agreement with one simple and small request, which is that the Swiss
watch factories agree to unrestricted supply of Swiss factory replacement parts. This | believe is in the
long term best interests of the American consumer and independent American watchmakers.

| strongly recommend that if the United States is prepared to offer Switzerland a free trade agreement
then independent watchmakers should have in return unrestricted access to all Swiss factory
replacement parts. The original existing decree should be strengthened and enforced.

Sincerel %
. ncerntéd Priva itizen



Hollander, Taryn L.

From: : little.leah@gmail.com

3ent: Monday, June 05, 2006 6:22 PM

To: ATR-Antitrust - Internet

Subject: Reference: Planned Termination of the 1960 Rolex Consent Decree - PLEASE DON'T
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Antitrust Division
US Department of Justice
325 7th Street, NW?Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20530

Reference: Planned Termination of the 1960 Rolex Consent Decree

Dear Mr. Read:

As a private citizen with a personal involvement in the watch industry I
would like to express my views on the Department of Justices decision to
rescind the 1960 consent decree. Please consider my opinion when making your

decision.

The nominal fine of $750,000 that your department has levied against the
Rolex Watch Company is nothing for them to pay against the windfall profits
they will gain by the termination of the decree and by extension to the rest
cof the Swiss watch companies. Rolex would have us all believe that since the
consumer has a choice when buying a watch, that they therefore do not have a
monopoly. I assure you Mr. Read that once the decree is rescinded the Swiss
watch industry will have a choke hold on every independent watchmaker and
jeweler in the United States. When that happens they will, without a doubt,
cause every independent watchmaker and jeweler be put out of business.

Rolex is blatantly collapsing two issues into one. The first is whether
consumers have enough choice or "options" when they buy a watch. Of course
the consumer has many, almost too many "options'", but the decree is set

>rth to protect the consumer from the Swiss monopolies after the customer
wuas purchased the watch, when it is too late. You can be sure that no
consumer will have "options" when it comes time to service their watch. That
is a monopeoly, and in my opinion the intent of the law is to prevent
dominance rather than react to after it is too late
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The argument is that in 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled over 50% of
the American watch market and today they only control 6%. However the
percentage that they controlled of the luxury market in 1960 was 99% and
that figure has not changed. So it is, that while times may have changed,
circumstances have not.

WHAT IS THE SOLUTION?

Economic interests in Switzerland are lobbying the United States Government

for a free trade agreement. The Swiss lobbyists in Washington are trying to
finalized this agreement before the current administration leaves office. Among
those greatly benefiting from such an agreement would be the entire Swiss

watch industry and the multinational holding companies such as LVMH, Swatch

and the Richemont group.

I would support the new trade agreement with one simple and small request,
which is that the Swiss watch factories agree to unrestricted supply of
.Swiss factory replacement parts. This I believe is in the long term best
interests of the American consumer and independent American watchmakers.

I strongly recommend that if the United States is prepared to offer
Switzerland a free trade agreement then independent watchmakers should have
in return unrestricted access to all Swiss factory replacement parts. The
original existing decree should be strengthened and enforced.

Sincerely'

Concerned Private Citizen
Dear Mr. Read:

As a private citizen with a2 personal involvement in the watch industry I
would like to express my views on the Department of Justices decision to
rescind the 1560 consent decree. Please consider my opinion when making your
decision.

The nominal fine of $750,000 that your department has levied against the
Rolex Watch Company is nothing for them to pay against the windfall profits’
hey will gain by the termination of the decree and by extension to the rest
of the Swiss watch companies. Rolex would have us zll believe that since the
consumer has a choice when buying a watch, that they therefore do not have a
monopoly. I assure you Mr. Read that once the decree is rescinded the Swiss
watch industry will have a choke hold on every independent watchmaker and

2



jeweler in the United States. When that happens they will, without a doubt,
cause every independent watchmaker and jeweler be put out of business.

Rolex is blatantly collapsing two issues into one. The first is whether
consumers have enough choice or "options" when they buy a watch. Of course
the consumer has many, almost too many "options", but the decree is set
forth to protect the consumer from the Swiss monopolies after the customer
has purchased the watch, when it is too late. You can be sure that no
consumer will have "options" when it comes time to service their watch. That
is a monopoly, and in my opinion the intent of the law is to prevent
dominance rather than react to after it is too late.

The argument is that in 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled over 50% of
the American watch market and today they only control 6%. However the
percentage that they controlled of the luxury market in 1960 was 99% and
that figure has not changed. So it is, that while times may have changed,

circumstances have not.

WHAT IS THE SOLUTION?

Economic interests in Switzerland are lobbying the United States Government

for a free trade agreement. The Swiss lobbyists in Washington are trying to
finalized this agreement before the current administration leaves office. Among
those greatly benefiting from such an agreement would be the entire Swiss

watch industry and the multinational holding companies such as LVMH, Swatch

nd the Richemont group.

I would support the new trade agreement with one simple and small request,
which is that the Swiss watch factories agree to unrestricted supply of
Swiss factory replacement parts. This I believe is in-the long term best
interests of the American consumer and independent American watchmakers.

I strongly recommend that if the United States is prepared to offer
Switzerland a free trade agreement then independerit watchmakers should have
in return unrestricted access to all Swiss factory replacement parts. The
original existing decree should be strengthened and enforced.

Sincerely,

Leah Setka
Los Angeles, CA
310.4759.0347



TIME HONORED

217 DORRIS PLACE
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95204
PHONE: ( 209) 944 - 0900

June 5, 2006

John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, U.S. Depart of Justice
325 7" Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I am a second generation watchmaker celebrating my 30™ year in this time honored trade. Iam a
graduate of the WOSTEP program in Neuchatel, Switzerland and worked for Cartier for four
years in after sales service.

I am aware that many of my colleagues have been sending their comments anonymously but I
feel this situation is too serious to take that precaution. Make no mistake about it, I feel I am
writing this letter at my peril. You see, I am fortunate enough to have secured a contract with
Rolex USA that allows me to purchase their spare parts. These contracts are highly prized by
watchmakers because they can mean the difference between eeking out a living or meeting with
some manner of success. The provisions of this contract allows Rolex USA to tell me what kind
of shop I have to have, what kind of tools I have to have and also what I can do with the parts
after I have purchased them. A few years ago I had to invest in a timing machine that cost
$1,750.00 because of my contractual agreement.

While the Swiss Cartel would have you believe that the situation regarding the distribution of
spare parts has changed dramatically in the last 40 years I truly believe that the exact opposite is
true. There were many independent watch companies back then and more competition. Today
many of the old companies are held together as part of a “group”. This arrangement gives them
more control over the spare parts that are of the utmost importance to the independent
watchmaker. The Japanese products that flood our market are not what makes me a living. The
products from the Swiss Cartel are and these companies are held in fewer hands today and they
wield enormous control. Don’t let Rolex and the rest fool you they are trying to squeeze myself
and the watch parts distributors out of making a living. The situation is just as critical today as it
was in the 1950's if not more so.

Please do not disassemble the original consent decree. Keep it intact if you can. The United
States of America has an extremely rich watchmaking heritage. We must not let it slip away.

Coticd £ fyer

Sincerely, Richard R. Rogers, Watchmaker, WOSTEP 84/1



1722 Madison Avene Wi S. McCaw C()mpany T 4192433720

Toledo, Ohio 43624 Fax 419/243-0321
WHOLESALE JEWELRY
Since 1913

John R. Read June 5, 2006
Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice

325 7th Street, NW Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20530

Supplemental to Civil Action No. 96-170

Dear Mr. Read,

As a follow-up response to a letter sent by myself to you dated April 25, 2006, I would like to submit to you
the following additional information.

Enclosed are copies including the front cover of a comprehensive report of 2005 US watch sales with
conclusive market data concerning the dominant Swiss Watch Companies. Mr. Read this analysis was done
without prejudice to any watch company, and was an independent retail measure of the United States fine
watch market.

As you can see from page 6 of the analysis, from total sales of $4.7 billion dollars, luxury watch sales
totaled $3.4 billion dollars or 73% of all dollar sales for watches. A far cry from the 6% figure Rolex uses
in their argument. Furthermore of the 47 top watch brands in the US market, 45 of the companies are of
Swiss origin. I equate this to TOTAL MARKET DOMINATION of the Luxury Watch Market.

As you can see from page 15 of the listing of Dollar Sales per brand, Rolex is NUMBER ONE in this
category. Also eight of the top ten brands are of Swiss origin. Again TOTAL MARKET DOMINANCE.
As was quoted in the A. Changes in the Watch Industry, “Switzerland is no longer considered to be the
most dominant supplier of watches” is a totally false statement.

In conclusion Mr. Read, I am sure you will agree that some of the information that Rolex supplied to you
was flawed and misleading at best. My question to you is, how much more information supplied to you by
Rolex is misleading?

THE CONSENT DECREE MUST BE KEPT IN PLACE!

Sincerely,
219
Cettel (0.1 o
Gerald A. Wilson
President
Enclosures

JiD
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Category Analysis: Luxury Watches

U.S. fine watch market tilts
toward high end in 2005

By Tom Kuczynski

verall, 2005 was a good year for many
watch retailers and brand owners in the
United States, with consumers’ willinghess
to pay big bucks for luxury wristwatches
helping to nudge sales figures higher, especially for

“independent jewelers.

The US. fine watch market—defined as watches
sold through fine jewelers with-a manufacturer’s
suggested retail (MSRP) of $50 or more—achieved
$4.7 billion in retail sales, representing an 8 percent
increase over 2004, according to LGl Network, the
Randolph, NJ.-based retail measurement service
company for the jewelry and watch industry.

The spoils of last year's watch sales victory were
not, however, evenly distributed among retailers or
brand owners, LGl found. Growth, measured in
both unit sales and dollars, was concentrated on the
upper end of the price spectrum. Unit sales in the
$5,000-plus price point range, for example, grew
20 percent, year-over-year; while unit sales in the
$50-$150 range fell 6 percent The robust nature
of the upper end of the market and the flagging

- performance at the lower end appears to be a

persistent trend in the market.

On the brand front, it appears that success
begets success. The top-selling brands of 2004—
those that ranked in the top 10 in terms of unit or
dollar sales—were back on top again in 2005, with
only minor shifts in rankings. While some mega-
brands achieved sales in excess of $150 miliion, the
median sales level for brands that saw more than
$10 million in sales last year was $32.7 million.

Seven brands enjoyed double-digit same-store
sales growth in terms of units last year, while a total
of 14 brands achieved positive growth. By contrast,
12 brands saw their same-store unit sales fafl by 10
percent or more. Overall, 23 watch brands with US.
sales above $10 million achieved lower same-store
unit sales volumes in 2005 as compared to 2004.

Relatively strong market conditions, coupled with
perhaps, a healthy dose of business acumen, sup-
ported an impressive performance from the nation’s
elite fine watch retailers. The top | percent of fine
watch retail storefronts captured 15 percent of the
year's sales, ringing up more than $4 million in sales
per storefront. By comparison, for stores across the
retail spectrum, the median fine watch sales per
storefront in 2005 were $29,500.

Unit and daﬂat sales by price point

U.S. watch sales, 2005

All about the high end

The US. fine watch market generated sales of $4.7
biltion in 2005.This figure includes the original
retail sale price of watches which have a manu-
facturer's suggested retail price (MSRP) of $50
or more, and are sold through independent retail
jewelers, jewelry-specific retail chains and the fine
jewelry departments of department stores in the
United States. These figures do not include the
results of big-box discount chains or company-
owned, single-brand boutique retaif stores.

In total, 6.9 million fine watches were sold in
2005. Of these, 83 percent had an MSRP of $500
or less, while |7 percent had an MSRP above
$500. However, watches with an MSRP above
$500 disproportionately generated a totat of $3.4
billion, or 73 percent of all dollar sales. Atthough
watches priced above $5,000 accounted for only
2 percent of all watches sold in terms of units,

o tﬁes’e timepieces generated 36 percent of sales.
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Ab_out this data

The data in this article
was supplied by LGl
Network of Randolph,
N.|. The firm provides
retail measurement
services for the jewelry
and watch industry using
point-of-sale and inven-
tory data to measure
retail activity and trends |
in the U.5. fine watch
market. Information
captured by the service
includes sales results

by brand, model, case
material, gender, MSRP
and geographic region.
For more information
on LGl, go to:
www.Iginetwork.com

SALES

. Unit sales Total # of units, 6.9 million units

I Dollar sales  Total dotiar sales, 4.7 billion

36%
25% 23%
12%
6% i

2% 3%
$5,000+ $1,500 - $5,000 $500 - $1,500 $150 - $500 $50 - 5150




US. watch market: Fine watch brand chart®

Based upon 2005 annual retail sales, by price point

$150+ million Bulova Movado TAG Heuer Cartier
Citizen Rolex
Seiko
$50-150 million Pulsar Swiss Army Raymond Weil Baume & Mercier Patek Philippe
: Wittnauer Breitling
Omega
Rado
$25-50 million Caravelle ESQ Guca Concord Chopard
Tissot Longines Ebel Franck Muller
Michele wC
Jaeger-LeCoultre
Officine Panerai
$10-25 million Coach Accutron Bedat & Co. Audemars Piguet
Hamilton TechnoMarine Charriol Blancpain
Corum Breguet
David Yurman Girard-Perregaux
Maurice Lacroix Harry Winston
Piaget
Ulysse-Nardin
Vacheron Constantin
Zenith
$50-150 $150-500 $500-1,500 $1,500-5,000 $5,000+

*Brands fisted in alphabetical order within each category

Sizzling seven lead the brand pack
In 2005, LG! Network tracked 55 active fine
watch brands in the United States through a
6,500-storefront retail panel and a 30,000
storefront database of retailers. Most of the
watch brands, 47 in all, achieved projected
annual retail sales in excess of $10 million.
However, only seven of the 47 brands—
Bulova, Cartier; Citizen, Movado, Rolex, Seiko
and TAG Heuer—passed the $150 million
threshold in retail sales. Looking more broadly
at the market, median annual sales for the 47 fine
watch brands shown in the chart above as eamning
$10 million or more in annual revenue were
approximately $33 million. in other words, the

Average MSRP

“typical” successful fine watch brand generates
about $33 miillion per year in U.S. retail sales.

This is no smalf feat. With a relatively small
investment required to enter the US. watch
market, more than 300 brands identified by LG!
Network compete for retail real estate and
consumer recognition.

The challenge of breaking out of the pack is
considerable, as evidenced by the modest number
of brands that grow to exceed $10 million in
retail sales. In order to remain competitive, brand
managers must stay on top of which products are
selling, and figure out ways to achieve product
differentiation in an increasingly crowded market.
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Top-selling fine
watch brands

U.S. watch sales, 2005

Rank  Unit sales Dollar sales

l CITIZEN ROLEX

2 SEKO CITIZEN

3 BULOVA SEIKO

4 PULSAR MOVADO#**
5  CARAVELLE TAG HEUER**
6  MOVADO BULOVA

7 SWISS ARMY CARTIER

8 EBESQ* BREITLING

9  ROLEX* OMEGA

10 TAGHEUER *  PATEK PHILIPPE

*Tie for 8th place
**Tie for 4th place

Top brands shuffle a bit

The list of the top 10 best-selling brands in
2005, based upon unit sales and doilar sales,
closely resembies the 2004 list.

Two brands, however, jumped up a notch
this year: Bulova, which ranked No. 4 in unit
sales in 2004, climbed to the No. 3 position in
2005; and TAG Heuer; which ranked No. 7 in
dollar sales for 2004, climbed to No. 4.

Brand growth™

U.S. watch market, 2005 vs 2004

Same-store Number
unit sales of
growth rate brands
20% + 3
10% to 19% 4

0% to 9% 7
-10%to -1% I
<-10% 12

Overall market growth: -1%

* Includes only brands with annual
sales above $10 million

Fewer watches sold by most brands

While overall unit sales fell by | percent in 2005
versus 2004, several fine watch brands bucked
the trend and delivered double-digit growth.

In fact, of the 4! brands reported on here,
seven brands grew by {0 percent or more and
another eight brands exhibited positive unit
sales growth. The majority of brands, however,
experienced declining unit sales.

LGl fine watch sales datia

US. watch market: Unit sales, growth by price point

UNITS SOLD, BY PRICE POINT (2005 VS. 2004)

157,000

$5000 +  $1,500 - 5,000 $500 - 1,500 $150 - 5000

4,140,000

$50 - 150

DOLLAR SALES GROWTH, BY PRICE POINT (2005 vs 2004)

25%

$5.000+ $1.500-5000 $500-1500 §$150-500  $50-150

Watches in the sub-$500 price range experienced
low single-digit increases to negative unit sales
growth, while watches in the $500-plus price
point range saw moderate to robust growth.
Similar; but even more pronounced than last
year's results, is the strength of the $5,000-plus
category. which experienced a 20 percent

' , Looking at unit sales by price point, there was a clear divide in the market in 2005

increase in unit sales and a 25 percent jump
in doffar sales.

With 83 percent of unit sales occurring in
the sub-$500 category, however. overall unit
sales dropped | percent Reflecting the trend
towards higher price point sales, the average
MSRP increased by 10 percent to $677.
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Dashefsky, Michael

From: Hinman, Elizabeth

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2006 9:17 AM

To: Read, John; Hale, Nina; Dashefsky, Michael; Lewis, Lynette
Subject: FW: Pianned Termination of The 1960 Rolex Consent Decree

FYI, comments re: Rolex from the Antitrust-Internet Comments email box.
Happy Monday,
Liz

————— Original Message-----

From: JonGoldfarb@adelphia.net [mailto:JonGoldfarb@adelphia.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 04, 2006 10:36 AM

To: ATR-Antitrust - Internet

Subject: Planned Termination of The 1960 Rolex Consent Decree

Mr. John R. Read, Chief

June 2, 2006
Litigation III Section
Antitrust Division
US Department of Justice
325 7th Street, NW?Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20530

Reference: Planned Termination of The 1960 Rolex Consent Decree
Near Mr. Read:

Please review this letter and the facts and points that it contains and take
these facts and points in to consideration prior to making a decision on
rescinding the 45 year-old Rolex Consent Decree. The Rolex Consent Decree
was created and intended to be a legally binding agreement imposed on Rolex
and several other Swiss watch companies because of ?unfair trade practices?
these watch companies practiced regarding the supply of replacement parts.

As punishment for lack of adherence to the existing Consent Decree, Rolex
has agreed to pay a nominal fine of $750,000 for more than 20 years of
Decree violations.

Rolex also claims they are not dominant in their market, but consider the
following facts:

Swiss watch industry represents 6% of the total American watch market, but
Rolex accounts for 99% of the American luxury watch market (in 1960 when
the decree was imposed on Rolex for unfair trade practices, Rolex supplied
over 50% of all the watches sold in America, but since 1960, there has been
a tremendous increase in the presence of low cost, entry level watches,
which greatly distorts Rolex?s misleading argument/position)

The United States accounts for approximately 18% of Swiss watch total
production

BRmerican consumers spent nearly $1.7 Billion on Swiss watches in 2004

2004 import tax derived from Swiss watch imports amounted to $55 Million
nd is the single largest sector of US Customs revenue (The United States
separtment of Justice should seriously consider the financial impact f a
Swiss Free Trade Agreement on the United States import tax)

Rolex?s annual advertising budget exceeds the GNP of many small countries
1



Rolex is the World?s largest manufacturer/producer of gold products

Rolex has filed numerous legal actions against the United States Customs
NDepartment

Rolex has actually used their influence and power to prevent other Swiss
companies from making and selling superior aftermarket parts that fit Rolex
(There were many small precision factories in Switzerland with the tooling
to produce superior parts that can be used in Rolex and other brand
watches, but most of these small specialty manufacturers have either been
purchased by the Swiss factories, or have been coerced not to make
aftermarket Rolex or brand parts, or are out of business.)

Rolex has often ?redesigned? parts but never really corrected the problem,
requiring the consumer to pay for recurring repairs
If this Consent Decree is rescinded, the following will be the negative

results:

American Independent watchmakers will suffer due to lost service and most
will be forced out of business

American consumers will be charged excess and unnecessary fees for repair

and service of their watches since they will be forced to spend nearly
twice as much for servicing their watches because the factory typically
replaces parts that do not need to be changed

American consumers will experience excessive delays in waiting for their
watch to be repaired/serviced (Please note that consumers who have their
watches serviced/ repaired by a Rolex Service Center en already experiencing
tremendous delays.)

In further defiance of the existing Consent Decree, Rolex has recently
redesign standard parts so that those parts now require special tools for
disassembly. In many cases these special tools are not available to the
skilled independent watchmaker, and if the special tools are available,
Rolex charges excessive prices for these special tools, and in some cases
high quality aftermarket tools are available but Rolex forbids their use.

The Department of Justice should not expect to receive many letters from the
American independent watchmakers and merchants due to the fact that some
independent watchmakers that still do have limited access to parts from
Rolex, but they fear that their parts account and fragile relationship with
Rolex will be terminated.

Rather then considering rescinding the existing Consent Decree, the Decree
should be strengthened and enforced.

Please do not terminate the 1960 decree, which was established to protect
the American consumers and independent watchmakers and merchants who work in
the watch and jewelry industry in the United States.

Sincerely,

Jon Goldfarb



Dashefsky, Michael

From: Hinman, Elizabeth

jent: Monday, June 05, 2006 3:20 PM

To: Read, John; Hale, Nina; Lewis, Lynette; Dashefsky, Michael

Subject: FW: Request end to monopolistic privileges of Rolex Watch Company
tmp.htm

FYI, more comments re: Rolex from the Comments inbox.
Thanks! ¢
Liz

----- Original Message-----

From: ken@wannabuyawatch.com [mailto:ken@wannabuyawatch.com]

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2006 1:49 PM

To: ATR-Antitrust - Internet

Subject: Request end to monopolistic privileges of Rolex Watch Company

To whom it may concern:

As an owner of a store specializing in sales and repairs of preowned and
vintage Rolex and other fine

Swiss watches, I request that the 1960 decree requiring Rolex watch company
to engage in fair

~rade practices remain in effect.

Rolex currently is permitted monopolistic business practices and has been
seeking to deny availability

of parts for repair of Rolex watches. Please do not further assist their
monopolisitic policies ‘

which put my continued legal and valuable business operations in jeopardy.

Thank you,

Ken Jacobs Phd
Wanna Buy A Watch?
8465 Melrose Ave
LA, CA 90069

tel 323 653-0467
fax 323 654-9101

email Ken@wannabuyawatch.com
Website WWW.WannaBuyAWatch.com

Member following Trade Associations:
National Association of Watch & Clock Collectors

International Watch & Jewelry Guild
American Watchmakers Institute






649 Brandon Town Ctr Mall %\ We Fix It Right Away
Brandon, r;L1 3335;1 51 -47;0 h;:\ We Fix It Right In
Phone: .655.9498 FTont(ﬂ”Ybu
Fax 813.664.1274 IFAAS T=F X We Fix It Rioht !
email: sweliguy. JEWELRY REPAIRS gnt !

watchdoc@verizon.net
America’s Jewelry Repair Professionals®

John Read, Chief, Litigation III, Antitrust
Division, U.S. Department of Justice, 325 7th Street, NW, Room 300,
Washington, DC 20530

Re:

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

Supplemental to

Civil Action No. 96-170
Date: February 28, 2006

V.

THE WATCHMAKERS OF SWITZERLAND
INFORMATION CENTER, INC,, ET AL

Civil Part I Judge
Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OF UNITED STATES IN RESPONSE TO MOTION OF
ROLEX
WATCH U.S.A.. INC. FOR ORDER TERMINATING FINAL JUDGMENT

Dear Mr. Read,

When I read the
MEMORANDUM OF UNITED STATES IN RESPONSE TO MOTION OF
ROLEX
WATCH U.S.A.. INC. FOR ORDER TERMINATING FINAL JUDGMENT

I was amazed & appalled. I am a watchmaker not an attorney so I do not know the
relevant case law cited by Rolex USA. I do know when something smells bad & this
really stinks.



In 1991 Rolex cancelled about all of it’s “mom & pop” dealerships in favor of
chain stores, thereby depriving a lot of store owners that had been good paying accounts
of Rolex for years of a large chunk of their livelihood. They also restricted parts to
dealerships thereby depriving watchmakers of a good portion of our livelihood.

The swiss watch companies have almost all done the same. These companies are
now more restrictive & collusive than ever before.

I don't have a Rolex account even though, having worked at a dealership, I know I'm as
good or better than a lot of guys that do. Rolex gives you a certification after a 1-week
class. This means that there are a lot of substandard watchmakers out there that are Rolex
certified & Rolex knows it. My boss wouldn't spend the money to spend the money on
my class even though, or because, he went himself & I'm a much better watchmaker. The
AWCI certification test is a week long. 1 week test vs. 1 week course.

Rolex & the other companies say they want to insure PROPER repairs but the fact is
they really want to keep as much money for themselves, which means keeping as much
as possible out of the hands of us independents. The response to this complaint one time
was that we should all get jobs with them. That's restraint of trade, plain & simple. Also it
doesn't take a good watchmaker to do a crystal or stem & crown but these parts are also
restricted. If I'm doing the work on my own car, the dealership will sell me the part (if not
the parts store) no matter how bad a mechanic I am. If I screw it up that's my fault.
Unlike watch repairs, auto repairs can be a matter of life & death & the car manufacturers
are not restrictive at all.

The end result is a lot of American businesses have been hurt or gone under,
American watch repair technicians have been deprived of work, & the American public
gets to pay a lot more for products & services.

On the whole, we deserve better.

Sincerely yours,

Alan Garrett, CEO



Douglas S. Stuart
Renaissance Watch Repair
15100 SE 38" St. #746
Bellevue, WA 98006

Mr. John Read

Chief, Litigation III, Antitrust Division
US Department of Justice

325 7" Street NW, Room 300
Washington DC 20530

Re: ROLEX vs. DOJ
Dear Mr. Read

At the end of February (02/28/06) the U.S. Department of Justice issued a press release
regarding the termination of a consent decree, which has been in effect since 1960,
regarding anticompetitive practices in the U.S. watch industry. I am writing to you to
urge the DOJ to keep in place the consent decree of 1960 which was intended to give
American watchmakers and material distributors access to repair parts.

Quoting from the press release: “Rolex Watch U.S.A. Inc. has agreed to pay $750,000 as
part of a settlement with the Department of Justice that resolves Rolex's alleged
violations of a 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S. importers of Swiss watches and
watch parts from engaging in anticompetitive practices in the U.S. watch industry.
...During its investigation of Rolex's alleged decree violations, the Department
determined that, as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45

years, the decree is no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be
terminated...”

The struggle between independent American watchmakers and the Swiss luxury watch
industry has been going on for decades, and the consent decree of 1960 is ample evidence
that unfair trade practices were the industry-standard way of doing business. In the
intervening decades, nothing has changed. .. in fact the problem has become worse! The
consent decree has gone largely unenforced, and I can attest that access to repair parts for
most Swiss luxury brand watches over the past ten years has become ever more limited.
It used to be possible for a watchmaker to buy repair parts without restriction from
wholesale watch material suppliers. Now, one must petition each Swiss manufacturer for
a parts purchasing account, which is only granted either after fulfilling a number of
conditions (many of which are highly anti-competitive, if not per se illegal), or in many
cases the account is not granted at all.

While this particular DOJ action refers only to Rolex Watch U.S.A., the entire Swiss
luxury watch industry has varying degrees of restrictive repair parts supply policies,



which make it very difficult for the independent watchmakers to practice their trade.
Some Swiss firms will not sell repair parts to anyone, no matter what their qualifications;
all work must be sent to their factory repair centers (where prices charged for parts and
repairs can be unfairly manipulated).

If the DOJ was of the opinion that the Swiss watch industry was engaging in
anticompetitive practices in 1960, it defies logic for them now to make the assumption
that the situation has been alleviated when in fact it has become much worse than
anytime in the last thirty-five years. Rolex argues that the industry landscape has
changed and that when you view the overall watch market share, the number of units
produced by the Swiss watch manufacturers has declined as a percentage of the overall
units being produced in the world. The DOJ has accepted this argument as reason to
terminatie the consent decree, which shows a complete lack of understanding of the
marketplace. It doesn’t matter how many millions of watches are being produced
worldwide. The only number that matters is how many WATCHES THAT
CONSUMERS ARE WILLING TO PAY TO HAVE REPAIRED are produced... and
the Swiss luxury watch manufacturers clearly dominate that market even more than they
did in 1960. No one pays $300 to have their $50 Seiko wrist watch serviced... so to

include the vast numbers of low-cost watches as rationale for terminating the consent
decree is completely erroneous.

If Swiss watch manufacturers want open access to the American consumer, they should
be forced to comply with American laws and practices of free trade. Terminating the
consent decree will hurt the American consumer, and it will do serious damage to the
American watch repair industry by allowing the Swiss manufacturers to run roughshod
over the material distributors and the independent American watchmakers. I urge the
DOJ to reconsider the decision to terminate the consent decree, and instead vigorously

enforce the laws of the land when it comes to the anti-competitive practices of the Swiss
watch manufacturers.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

DG

Douglas S. Stuart
Watchmaker, Renaissance Watch Repair



John R. Read

Chief, Litigasion Y Section

Antizrusd Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7* Suoet, NW, Suite 300

Washingwan, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

Tam writing tg formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent dum#ﬂprohfbiud us.
importers of Swiss watches and watch pares fom engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
Industry. 1 belong to an organization thet represents over 4400 mombers whi earn their living in the wateh
industry. Thess members support bundreds of watchmakers in the Unitad Stp:s who als0 earn their ljving
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Departmant’s investigation of Rolex's alieyad decroe violations led the Department 10
determine thet as a resuh of significant changes in the watch industry durlng @ pist 45 years, the decres is
no longer necesasry 10 protect competition and therefore should be tarmi . It appears that the
g)epanmant 3 investigation failed to take into account importaut variables th tnuorad the legislation to
sgin with

in 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United Smes which
represented 99% of the Joxury watch market. The Docree was put into affect (o fosier competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as 10 protect the American consumey. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, thal ﬁguu continues to represent
99 % of the luxury wated market. The Swiss warch makers would heve the[United States government
believe that it is not necessary to re:uhte them with anti-trust legisiation since they only control 63 of the
merkest. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislationito protect both
American consumen and American watchmakers is equally imporiant todey &5 it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch indusry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories wouild be under no obligation to supply parts to
local Americen ernfiyman w0 service their watches and the consumer wouid be forced 10 ship their watches
1o & few Eactory service conters set up across the country. This would i force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it wonld leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss waich industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss

watch industry gaining total conmrol over the watch industry in America. Tbehumxy watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United Swates in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only

necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,

L dhh/

oo ScHmIT]




John R. Reed

Chief, Litigeton Il Section

Antitrust Division, US Deparpnent of Justice,
325 7* Sweet, NW, Suite 300

Washingten, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

1 am writing to formslly request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decres that prohibited U.5.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parus from engaging in enti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. Ibelong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who smm their llviog in the wateh
industry. These members support burdireds of watchmaskers in the United States who also eam their living
servicing luxury wetches,

The Jusiice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegad decrae violations led the Department 10
determine that as 3 result of significant changes in the wathh industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longrr nacessary two protact competition and thersforé should be terminated, It appears thet the
Department's investigstion failed o take into account importamt variables that riggerad the legislation to
begin with,

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury wetch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well s 1o protect the Americen consurner. While todey, the Swiss
watch Industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United State, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market, The Swiss waich makers would have the United States government
believe 1hat It is not neceasary io regulate them with mnti-trust Joglslation since they only control 5% of the
market. This argument, however, is misieading as the need for anti-trust legisiation 1o protect both
American consumars snd American watchroakers is equally imporiant toduy s it wag In 1960 since the
Swiss warch industry dominates the fuxury maziet.

By rescinding the 1960 dacree the Swiss watch factorics would be undar no obligation to supply parts to
Jocal American crafisman w0 service thelr watches and the consumer woyld be farced to ship their watches
10 a few factory service canters set up acroas the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the Unltad States gut of businoss because they would be unsbie ta sbtain psrts to service Swizs
watches and It would Jeava the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

Whet possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Ralex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the wesch industry in America. The haeury waich Ingusiry has
become ever more popolar in the United Stetes in the past fifteen years and the Decres it not only
necessary, it is imperatve.

Signed,



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation I Section

Antitrust Division, US Depuronent of Justice,
325 7° Stroet, NW, Suite 300

Washlogton, DC 20530

Dear Mr, Read.

I am writing to formally request that you de not rescind the 1360 consent decree that prohibited U.5.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in enti-competitive practices in the U.S. wetch
industry. Tbelong to an organization that represents over 4400 mombers who szm theie lving in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who alyo earn their living
servicing luxury watches,

The Justice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegad decree violations led the Department 1o
determminie that as @ result of significant changes in the wathh industry during the past 45 yems, the decree is
no lengrr naceasery 1 protact competition and thereford shou!d be terminated, It appears thet the
Deparmmnent's investigxtion failed o take into account importamt veriables that triggerad the lagislation to
begin with,

In 1950 the Swiss watch induatry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect mnti-competitive practices as well a3 19 protect the Americen consumer. While todey, the Swiss
watch {ndustry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure cantinues to represent
9% % of the luxury watch market, The Swiss waich makers would have the United States government
believe 1hat It is not neccrsary (o regulate them with anti-rust loglslation since they oaly contro! 5% of the
market. This argument, bowever, s misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation 1o protect both
American consumers snd American watchmakers is equally imporiant toduy a5 it was In 1860 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury mariet.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factorles would be under no obligation to supply parts
lecal American craftsman o service thalr watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their wetches

10 a few factory service centers set up acroat the country. This would literally force a!l Yocal watchmakers
scross the Unitsd States out of business because they would be unable to abtain parts to service Swins

waiches and it would lzave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex snd the Swis
watch industry gaining totsl control over the wetch industry in America. The haxury watch Industry has
become uver more popalar in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decres is not only

necessary, It s imperative.

Signed,

%ﬁvﬂ% (‘)ﬂ b



John R, Read

Chief, Litigesion [l Section

Antitrust Dlvigion, US Deparvment of Justice,
325 7® Street, NW, Suite 300

Washingtan, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decres that prohibited U.5.
importers of Swiss watches and watch pars from engaging in enti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to sn organization that represents over 4400 members who sam thelr Hving in the wateh
induszry. These members suppon hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who slso earn their living
servicing luxury wetches,

The Justice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegad decrae violations led the Departmont 10
determine that as g result of significant changes in the watdh industry durlng the past 45 years, the decree is
no longrr necessary w protect competition and thereford should be terminatod, It appears thet the
Department’s investigetion failed v take into account important variables thet triggerad the legislation to
begin with,

ln 196D the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United Stateg which
represented 99% of the huxury wetch market. The Decres was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect snti-competitive practices as well a1 10 protect the Americen consumer. While today, tha Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches s0ld in the United States, that figure continugs to represent
99 % of the luxury watck market, The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that It is not necessary to regulate them with anti-orust Jeglslation since they oaly control 5% of the
market. This argwnent, however, Is misleading as the need for snti-trust legislarion to protect both
American consumers and American waichmakers is equslly imporiant toduy rs it wag In 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the fuxury maricet.

By reseinding the 1960 dscree the Swiss watch factorles would be undor no obligation to supply parts to
Jecal American craflsman (o service thalr watches and the consumer would be farced to ship their watches
10 a few factory service centers set up acroaa the country, This would literally force a!l local watchmakers
across the United States gut of busineas becanse they would be unsble to sbtain parts to service Swizs
waiches and It would Jeave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible adventage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Ralex snd the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the wetch industry in America. The huxury waich [nsustry has
become uver more popalar in the United States in the past fifiven years and the Decres I not only
necessary, lt s imparadve,




John R. Reed

Chief, Liugetion IHI Section

Aatitrust Dlvision, US Deparoment of Justice,
325 7° Street, NW, Suite 200

Washlngtan, DC 20530

Deat Mr. Read.

I am writing to formelly request that you do not rescind the | 360 consent decren that prohibited U.B.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. T belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who exm their llving in the wateh
industry. These members suppon bundreds of watchmakers in ths United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury wetches,

The Justice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegsd decree violations led the Department 1o
determne that as 8 result of yignificant changes in the watdh industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no Isngrr necessary 1 protect competition and thereford should be terminated. It appears thet the
Deparmment’s investigstion failed w take into account important variables that triggerad the legislation to
begin with,

In 196D the Swiss watch induatry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree waa put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well 23 1 protect the American consumer. While todey, the Swiss
watch {ndustry only controis 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure cantinues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market, The Swiss watch makers would have the United States goveenment
believe that It is not neceusary to regulate them with anti-rust legisiation since they only control 5% of the
markel. This argument, however, s mislzading as the need for snti-trust leglsistion 10 protect both
American consumors snd American watchmakers is equslly imporiant toduy us it wag In 1960 since the
Swiss watch industy dominates the fuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factorles would be undor no obligation to supply parts to
Jocal American crafisman w service thelr wartches and the cansumer would be forced to ship their watches
10 a few factary service canters set up acroas the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the Upitad Statos out of businoss because they would be unable o abtain parts to servico Swizy
waiches gnd It would Jeava the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree ather than Rolex and the Swisy
watch industry gaining total contro! over the wetch industry in America. The huxury watch ingustry has
become uver more popalat in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decres is not only
necessary, it is imperative,




John R, Read

Chief, Lidgasion I Section

Antitrust Dlvision, US Deparoment of Justics,
325 7° Sroet, NW, Suite 300

Washiogton, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I'am writing to farmelly request that you do not rescind the 1960 congent decres that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I bslong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who sum thelr liviog in the waeh
industry. These members suppon bundreds of watchmakers in ths United States who slso earn their living
servicing luxury watches,

The Jusiice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegad decrse violations led the Department 10
determninte that as g resuht of significant changes in the watbh industry during the past 45 years, the decree is -
no longer nacessery to protset competition and thersford shou!d be terminated, It appears thet the
Department’s investigetion falled to take into account important variables thet triggered the legisiation to
begin with,

In 1960 the Swiss watch induarry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury wetch market. The Decree was put into affect fo foster competition and to
protect pnti-compotitive practices as wall a3 10 protect the Americen comsumer. While todey, the Swiss
watch {ndustry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury wetch market, The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that It is not neceasary Lo regulate them with anti-orust Jeglslation since they oaly control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation 10 protect both
American consumers and American watchroakens is equslly Imporiant today us it wag In 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the fuxury maricet.

By rescinding the 1960 dscree the Swiss watch factorics would be undar no obligation to supply parts to
Jocal American craflsman 10 service thelr watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
1o 3 few factory service centers set up across the country, This would literally force a!l Yool watchmakers
across the Unitad Stator out of businoss because they would be unable ta abtain parts to service Swiss
waiches ind it would Jeave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What posgible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex snd the Swias

watch industry gaining total conwrol over the wetch industry in America. The hoqury watch Indusiry has
become zver more popular in the United States in the past fiftsen ysare and the Dacroe is not only

necessary, It {s imperadve,

Signed,

//Mﬁo 2 Lot



John R. Reed

Chief, Litigation I Saction

Antignit Division, US Departmant of Justice,
325 7* Straet, NW, Buite 300

Washiogeon, DC 20330

Daaz Mr. Read,

gmwﬂrmtvfaﬂuuynqmumymdommindﬂn1M=Mtdmmmmnd Us
impeorers of Swits walches and warch pua frem engaging in enti-costpetiive praction fn the U.S. waxeh
industry. [ bolong to an ergmnization thet rapregents over 4400 membar: whe earn thelr Hviag in the waten
industry. These membars support hundreds of watchmakers in the United Stades who also earn their tiving
sapvicing luxary watches,

The Justice Departmant's mrvastigation of Rolex's alieged ducres viclarians led the Depasremsnt 1o

determing that 03 8 reauh of significant changes in the wathh industry during the past 45 years, the decres Is

no longer neesssary t protest compatition and tharefom should be tarmingted. It appears thet the

S:pmmm'a inveatigstion falled to take into account impovtem variables that wiggarsd ths legislation vo
gin with,

In 1960 Une Swiss wiseh industry conirollsd 54% afths watches sold s the Uzited States which
represenind 99% of the Yaxury waich rmarkst. The Decres wes put into wffect to foster competition and io
protoct sati-competitive practicss ax weil as to protact the American consumer. Whils today, the Swia
watch industry only controls 6% of te watehsz s0ld In the Untied States, that figurs comtinucs i represent
99 % of the luxury wateh warkst, The Swiss waich makers would have the Unitad States governroem
buliave that it is not necessary to regulsve them with mntidrust Jegisistion since they only contrel 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misisading as the need for enti-trust leglslstion 10 protect both
Americsn consumers and Americen watchmakers is equally Impoariant todey us it was in 1960 since the
Swiss warch industry dominates the hpxury masiag.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swias watch factories would be nndee no obligation to supply parts to
local American crafismMan (o sarvics thaly wiiches and the sonsumer would be foresd 1o Bhip their wathes
10 & fyw Eactory service centers swt Up 3cYoss the country. This would literally force al) Joca) watchmakers
scross the United Stator out of business because they would be unable t abtain parts 10 service Swiss
watches and it would leave the Amarican consurnces a2 the mercy of the Swine wach indusry.

What passible sdvantags could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Dacres other than Rolox sad the Swiss
watch industry gaining total costrol over the wasch industry in Amerios. The horury watsh loduatry has
become ever more popular in the Unhted States in the past fifteen years and the Decres Is nof only
necessary, It Is imperetive.

Signed,
GG
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John R. Read

Chief, Lidgation II] Section

Antitrust Dlvision, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I 'am writing to formaily request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 mombers who eam their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their lving
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department's investigation of Rolex's alleged decree violations led the Department 10
determine that as a resuh of significant changes in the watth industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and thereforé should be terminated. It appears that the
Department's investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggerad the legislation to

begin with,

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and 1o
protect anti-competitive practices as weil as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market, The Swiss waich makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation vince they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation 10 protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss wateh industry dominates the fuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American crafisman (o service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would Jeave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be geined by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury waich Industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifieen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,
Dowersm M. Os Cibaiaie



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation II! Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7* Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I am writing to formaily request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eam their liviog in the wateh
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their iving
servicing luxury watches,

The Justice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's alleged decree violations led the Department 10
detertnine that as a resuh of significant changes in the watth industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessery to protect competition and thereforé should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that wriggered the legislation to
begin with,

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the¢ American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the Juxury watch market, The Swiss waich makers would heve the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misieading as the need for anti-trust legislation 10 protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally imporiant today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the Juxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
Jocal American craftsman 10 service thelr warches end the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches-and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

Whet possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury weich industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only

necessary, it is imperative.

Signed,




John R, Read

Chief, l.itigation I Section

Antitrust Dlvision, US Department of Justice,
325 7 Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr, Read,

I am writing to formally request thai you do not reseind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited 1.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.8. watch
industry. I belong to an organizstion that represents over 4400 moembers who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches,

The Justice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegsd decree violations led the Department 1o
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watth industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protsct competition and theroforé should be terminated, It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with,

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-compstitive practices as well s to protect the American consumer. While todey, the Swiss
watch industry only contrels 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss waich makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally imporlant today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market,

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American crafisman (o service their watches end the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
1o a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

Whet possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Dacree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining tota! control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry bas
become ever mare popular in the United States in the past fifieen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R, Read

Chief, 1.nigation Tl Section

Antitrunl Division, US Department of Justics,
325 7* Street, NW, Suite 300

Washlogtan, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I em writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 sonsent decres that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swizs watches and watch parns from engeging in sntl<coempetitive practices in the U.S. wetch
ladustry, 1belong to an organization that reprecents over 4400 mombers who swm thelr lving in the wawh
Wwdustry. These members support bundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servieing luxury wetches.

The Justice Depariment’s investigation of Rolex's allegod decree violations led the Depastment 1o
detervnine that a3 a resuli of significant changes in the watth industry during the past 4§ years, the decree s
no longnt necossary o protoct competition and thoraford should bo terminated. It appears that the
Department's Investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggersd the legislation to
begin with,

1 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
ropresented 99% of the Juxury watch market, The Dectes was put into aflect to foster competition and to
protsct ahti-competitive practices as woll ) to protect the American consimuer. While today, tha Swiss
watch Industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continucs (0 represent
99 % of the luxury watch market, The Swiss waich makers would have the United States government
believe that it Is not necessary o regulste them with enti-trust Jeglslation sinca they onty comtrol 6% of the
market. This argument, bowever, s misieading as the need for anti-trust legisiation 10 protect both
American consymars and American watchmekers is squally important today wi it was In 1960 since the
Swiss watch induswy dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American cimflsman 10 service thalr watches and the coasumer wovld be forced to ship their waiches
10 2 few factory s¢rvice centers sat up acroga the country. Thls would fiterally force all local wetchmakers
across the Unlted States out of business bocause they would be unable to obtain perts 1o service Swiss
watches and 1t would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be galned by reicinding the 1960 Decree othsr than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the waich industry In America. The luxury watch ladusery has
Become cver mare popalar in the United States in the past fifieen years and the Deocree Is not only
necessary, it is imperadve.

Signed,

Zactt Resnse -
gﬁﬂr) e F&w& _S&LFM -'
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John R. Read

Chief, }.itigation 1! Section

Antitrust Dlvision, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read,

I'am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engeging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eam their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex's allegad decree violations led the Department 10
determine that as a resuh of significant changes in the watth industry during the past 45 years, the decrez is
no longer nacessary to protoct competition and therefore should be terminated, It aprears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with, :

in 1960 Lhe Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss warch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust Jegislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misieading as the need for anti-trust legislation 1o protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally imporlant today &5 it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watceh industry dominates the fuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts o
local American crafisman (o service thelr watches end the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swisy
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury waich Industry has

become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation NI Section

Amitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7* Street, NW, Suite 300

Washingean, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

[ am writing to formaily request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent dumdmmhmmd us.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in mn-compemwe practices in the U.S. watch
industry, | beiong to an organization thet represents over 4400 mombers whp exmitheir living in the wawh
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the Unitad $ who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches. :

The Justice Departmant’y investigation of Rolex's alleged decroe vioiarions F the Department 10

determine thet as @ result of significant changes in the watch industry durlng © past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary W protect competition and thesefore should be termi It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed o take into account important variables thar triggerad the legislation to
begin with, _

in 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the mtedSmeswtnch
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into sffect to fosier competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as 1o protect the Americaa consumer. While today, the Swisz
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United Statea, tha ﬁgm continues to represent
99 % of the luxury wateh market. The Swiss watch makers would have the|United States government
baiieve that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trus llglstaion since they oaly contral 83 of the
market. This argwment, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation 1o protect both
American consumens and American watchmakers is equally important toduy 45 it was in 1960 since the
Swiss warch industry dominates the fuxusy market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no o hganon to supply parts to
local American ermfisman (o service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
1o 2 few factory service conters set up scross the country. This would i force!all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtajn parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers st the mercy of the Swisy watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1950 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gainting total control over the watch industry in America. The lwary watch Industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Docree is not only
necessary, it is imperative. )

Signed,

C/hail/ Fleq




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

1 am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the fuxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justlce
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the Juxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that 1t is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally unportant today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

B Dot Hesdsinm
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the Juxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative. ’

Signed,
—  f,.e HeeNavoez



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over-the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, 1/;/1: imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation 111 Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. [ belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all Jocal watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7" Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who earn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also eamn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

Clot




John R. Read

Chief, Litigation 111 Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. I belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eamn their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justice Department’s investigation of Rolex’s alleged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States government
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the
Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.

/

Signed, i



John R. Read

Chief, Litigation I Section

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7™ Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

[ am writing to formally request that you do not rescind the 1960 consent decree that prohibited U.S.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization that represents over 4400 members who eam their living in the watch
industry. These members support hundreds of watchmakers in the United States who also earn their living
servicing luxury watches.

The Justlce Department s investigation of Rolex’s a]leged decree violations led the Department to
determine that as a result of significant changes in the watch mdustry during the past 45 years, the decree is
no longer necessary to protect competition and therefore should be terminated. It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed to take into account important variables that triggered the legislation to
begin with.

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controlled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Decree was put into affect to foster competition and to
protect anti-competitive practices as well as to protect the American consumer. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the watches sold in the United States, that figure continues to represent
99 % of the luxury watch market. The Swiss watch makers would have the United States govemnment
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legislation since they only control 6% of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trust legislation to protect both
American consumers and American watchmakers is equally important today as it was in 1960 since the

- Swiss watch industry dominates the luxury market.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no obligation to supply parts to
local American craftsman to service their watches and the consumer would be forced to ship their watches
to a few factory service centers set up across the country. This would literally force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business because they would be unable to obtain parts to service Swiss
watches and it would leave the American consumers at the mercy of the Swiss watch industry.

What possible advantage could be gained by rescinding the 1960 Decree other than Rolex and the Swiss
watch industry gaining total control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch indusiry has
become ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Decree is not only
necessary, it is imperative.
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John R. Read

Chief, L.itigation YX! Section

Amtizrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7* Sueet, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Read.

I am writing to formally request that you do not reseind the 1960 consont dum&utprohibmd u.s.
importers of Swiss watches and watch parts from engaging in anti-competitive practices in the U.S. watch
industry. 1 belong to an organization thet reprosents over 4400 mombers whp e their living in the warch
industry. These members support bundreds of watchmakers in the United S who #l50 carn their living
servicing luxury watches. )

The Justice Departmant’s investigation of Rolex's alleged decree violations the Depmem to
determine that as 8 result of significant changes in the watch industry during the past 45 years, the decree is
mbngrrmwwwommrupumonmdmhuhouldbaw i . It appears that the
Department’s investigation failed 0 take into account important variables that triggerad the legislation to
begin with, ‘

In 1960 the Swiss watch industry controiled 54% of the watches sold in the United States which
represented 99% of the luxury watch market. The Docree was put into affect foster competition and 10
protect anti-competitive practices as well as 10 protect the American consumey. While today, the Swiss
watch industry only controls 6% of the waiches sold in the United States, tha ﬁgun continues to represent
99 % of the luxury wateh market. The Swiss watch makers would have the|United States goveenment
believe that it is not necessary to regulate them with anti-trust legisistion since they only control 63 of the
market. This argument, however, is misleading as the need for anti-trus! legislationito protect both
American consumers snd American watchmakers is equally imporiant toduy 85 it was in 1960 since the
Swiss wutch industy dominates the luxury mariket.

By rescinding the 1960 decree the Swiss watch factories would be under no luauontosupplypms t©

" local Ameriean ersfisnan to service their watches snd the consumer would be forced 10 ship their watches
to & few factory service conters set up acrogs the country. This would li force all local watchmakers
across the United States out of business bocause they would be unable 10 n parts to service Swigy

watches and it would Jeave the American consumers st the mercy of the Swiss watch indusiry.

What possible advantage could be gained by reacinding the 1960 Decree than Rolex and the Swiss
watch mdnsuygniningml control over the watch industry in America. The luxury watch industry has
becoma ever more popular in the United States in the past fifteen years and the Dauu is not only

necessary, it is imperative.
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Debra Warren
650 Vernon P1
Westfield, IN 46074

{o:

John R. Read,

Chief, Litigation Il Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7th Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington D.C. 20530

Dear Sir:
Don'’t abandon the 1960 Consent decree between the government and Swiss
Watch Companies. To do so would legalize restrictive practices of price con-

trol, spare parts control and restrictive franchise agreements in this country.

Sincerely yours,
Debra}»lgueﬂ/ﬂ
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Ray Cherry
5128 South Rolling Road
Baltimore, MD 21227

rcherrv@RaySoft.net

John R. Read

Chief, Litigation III Section

Antitrust division, US Department of Justice
325 7" Street NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20530

Subject: Comments regarding Rolex Consent Decree
Mr. Read,

I am a part-time, independent watchmaker. Starting in the 1970s, I was able to order
repair parts from Rolex — initially from their offices in New York City, and later from
their offices in Texas. A few years ago, Rolex notified me that I could no longer order
spare parts. There was no reason given.

It is my opinion, and I must temper my remarks with the fact that I am not a lawyer, that
Rolex has cut off the supply of spare parts in order to create a monopoly in the Rolex
watch repair business. To repair a Rolex Submariner, I would normally spend about $60
for parts (all gaskets, new mainspring, new mainspring barrel, etc), which would yield a
profit to Rolex of around $30. Now that I can no longer repair Rolex watches (I would
prefer to not perform repairs with “generic” parts.), my customers must send their
watches to Rolex who will charge about $600 for the repair, of which $300 is probably
profit. Rolex, because of the restrictive, monopolistic practices has multiplied their
profit by a factor of 10. My profit went down by 100%. Does this seem fair?

—————— —

Bottom Line: 1 believe that I have been injured by an illegal practice by Rolex, and I
strongly recommend that they be bared from doing further business in the Untied States
unless and until the spare parts issue has been resolved. The damage that they are doing
to the independent watchmaker far exceeds the $750,000 that they agreed to pay.

A few notes:

(1) I agree with and support the stand by the Jewelry Industry Distributors Association
which points out that in the 1970s there were many watch parts distributors in the United
States. With Rolex (and other Swiss brands) not selling parts to distributors, watch
material distributors are rapidly going out of business. In other words, Rolex is moving
towards monopolistic control of Rolex watch parts in the US.

(2) Similar situation in the UK and in Europe. You might want to look up the status of
the European lawsuit.



(3) Rolex is not the only Swiss watch company which is engaging in practices which I
consider to be monopolistic. There is a long list, which I will be delighted to provide
upon request.

(4) Most Rolex dealers and many independent watchmakers can purchase parts from
Rolex. These folks are forbidden from re-selling Rolex parts. The monopolistic control
is tight: Organizations can loose their parts accounts for reselling.

Thank you for considering my input,

T 9l—

Ray Cherry.

PS: Iam local. If you would like to chat about this in person, please let me know. Ican
generally re-schedule my full-time job (software consulting) to make time for meetings.



D. D. Berghold
211 Martinez Spring Dr.
Bozeman, MT 59718

John R. Read,

Chief, Litigation III Section,

Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7th Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington D.C. 20530

I would like to offer my comments in regards to the dissolving of the decree that has been
proposed concerning Rolex Watch Corp. and other Swiss watch companies.

1 am a watchmaker with 20 years experience. In the last 5-8 years I have noticed a trend
in the trade that seems to be spreading; the lack of (and encumbrances one is faced with)
in regards to spare parts availability. I have maintained a Rolex spare parts account for
about 8 years and have felt somewhat belittled by the fact that I have to submit an
application nearly every year in order to maintain this account. Additionally, I have to
offer consent for a representative to inspect my repair facility without advance
notification. Being that my repair facility is at my home, I felt that this was a significant
invasion of my privacy. I can understand that Rolex wants to maintain a level of quality
control but this seems a little bit beyond the norm of reasonable constraints. No other
accounts that I maintain require this kind of scrutiny.

In the past, I have tried to locate simple watch bracelet parts for a customer only to find
that the company will only sell me these parts if I have a complete retail account and
carry their watch brand. In some cases, companies are not allowing my business to send
watches in to the factory for service on behalf of my customer. This is a crime. I am
trying to offer a level of good customer service for my clients and these watch companies
are preventing me from offening a valuable service to. my custemers.unless | puschase-
their line of watches.

In a recent conversation with another watch repair facility that, incidentally had their
Rolex parts account cancelled because they were stocking some “after market” Rolex
parts. And, not being a Rolex dealership, they are not able to buy parts from Rolex at all
now. Additionally, 1 was told that this repair facility was considering investing in one of
the latest watch timing machines made by a Swiss company. When they spoke with the
company, they were offered a 10% discount if they had a Rolex parts account. Who is
sleeping with whom hg:re?

As part of Rolex’s requirements, 1t makes it unlikely (and probably against their
guidelines) that I would be able to sell their spare parts. On their annual application for a
parts account, I have to check the box “no” te indicate that I do not re-sell parts. Is this



legal? Am I not allowed to go to Nappa Auto Parts, buy a muffler and resell is to my
customer? And now to use the auto parts store scenario example again, but when an auto
repair shop sets up shop to do business, does he have to jump through the same hoops. Is
he allowed to stock non genuine Ford parts to sell his customer? Is he subjected to the
same scrutiny and visits from the quality control department as Rolex?

What business does Rolex care if I do or do not belong to a trade organization. These
trade organizations offer some instruction and historical information to the trade. They
offer other services such as a lending library and technical information. But do these
trade organizations mean that much to Rolex? Why is it that when 1 ask to have training
on servicing Rolex watches at their greatly sponsored “Watch Technicum” in
Pennsylvania, that I am denied because I “only have a parts account”. If Rolex is so
concerned about the quality control issues, then they ought to willingly accept a candidate
to better his or her skills by attending one of their clinics instead of sending a
representative around the country checking up of the integrity of those like me who hold
a parts account.

1 do not know if my words will be heard, but I have taken the time to offer my thoughts
because this is not simply my issue. There are many watchmakers in this country who
would like to be able to service their customers with whatever brand of watch waiks in
for repair. It is actions and policies like Rolex that prevent individuals like me from being
able to not only service my customers, but also better my skills as a watchmaker.

If you have any further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Respectfully,

%

D. Berghold



@ ~ Jewelry Industry Distributors Association

701 Enterprise Drive  Harrison, OH 45030

] Phone; 513-367-2357
Fax: 513-367-1414

www jida.info

Attention AWCI Members:

Critical Spare Parts Issue Precedent Looms
JIDA s position on the Consent Decree

By Bill Nagle, President JIDA

In the last issue of Horological times, the AWCI Board of Directors took a position not to
. support the continuation of the consent decree that Rolex seeks to dissolve. The AWCI
Board of Directors fails to think through the ramifications of their action and its effect on
the industry as a whole. This is the industry from which YOU derive a living and a -
future.

It is critical that our voices be heard in Washington D.C. on this matter. Retaining the
consent decree in total is unlikely, but key portions must be kept in place in the spirit of
fairness that US laws are based. Removing the decree in its entirety would allow the
luxury brands legal latitude to operate as they have for the past several decades. Rolex
has agreed to pay $750,000.00 in order to settle with the United States Department of
Justice.

The final judgment prohibits certain defendants from imposing use restrictions on watch
repairers. The United States charged that Swiss watch companies agreed to regulate the
use, distribution, and pricing of watch repair parts. The primary harm that the Final
Judgment-sought-to-remedy-was cartel - behavior-led-by-Swiss-industry -organizations.
Contrary to the legal standards applicable to the termination of an antitrust final judgment
with the consent of the United States, The US has not of fered a reasoned and reasonable
explanation of why the termination vindicates the public interest in free and unfettered
competition .

The watch industry has changed due to technological advances during the last 40 years,
altering the number of lower-priced units sold in the US. The volume and manufacturers
of luxury watches has not significantly changed in terms of units sold. The defendants
targeted by the consent decree deal primarily in the luxury watch market, with little or no
participation in the low-end market. Therefore using the addition of quartz movements,
Timex, Bulova, Seiko, and other low-priced alternatives, (given as a reason to change
laws in place governing the luxury watch market), seems to be an incorrect application of
the rule of reason in place of the per se rule.



The dropping 6f the consent decree could put Rolex s revised policies in violation of
certain Sherman Antitrust Act provisions. These provisions include vertical price re-
straints in regard to fixing minimum and maximum prices, non-vertical price restraints in
regard to spare part resale restrictions, and tying contract violations in regard to the
policy voiding warranties if generic parts are used..

Material houses will be affected by the dropping of the consent decree, which will in turn
have a direct impact on AWCI members ability to make timely and profitable repairs in
their businesses. One fact that may not have been recognized by the AWCI Board of
Directors is the true financial history of Material houses compared to the luxury watch
brands on AWCI. Did you know that during the past twenty-five years, various material
houses (JIDA members) have purchased approxiihately 80% of the advertising in the
Horological Times, which equates to well over $1,000,000. The manufactures/brands
only recent contributions come no where close to matching that of the material houses
past and present support. Is the AWCI Board of Directors protecting the group that truly
pays the bills, or the prestigious brands for which they hope to be associated with?

The original judgment has vertical restraints that the Department of Justice deemed
necessary as a means of watch parts distribution in the 1960 s. This was designed to keep
the Swiss Cartel from restricting the flow of parts necessary for the watch repair trade to

operate. The Swiss Cartel , as it was known, may not exist today in name only . The
common business practices of today s Swiss Watch Groups, who work together, produces
the same result of the illegal Cartel from earlier decades. The companies may have
changed their names to Groups , but what was against the law in 1960 is still
illegal today.

If you have any questions regarding this important development, please contact your
local watch material house. There is a sixty-day public comment period that expires on
June 6, 2006. You can send your comments directly to:

John R. Read,

Chief, Litigation III Section,
Antitrust Division, US Department of Justice,
325 7% Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington D.C. 20530

For further information regarding this pending action, Please go to:

www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/f214800/214815.htm




